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A. Structure and Function of Juvenile Justice System 
 
The Michigan Juvenile Justice System is a collection of governmental and private 
entities working together to promote the well being of children, to provide justice for 
children and juveniles, to protect the innocent and to determine the guilty, to provide for 
public safety, to provide supervision and treatment services for children, in loco parentis 
when necessary, and to insure the rights of all who participate in the system. It is a 
system made up of professionals from many disciplines, employed by many public and 
private agencies. The system is funded by tax dollars from local, state, and federal 
sources, as well as from the pockets of persons, both parents and children, who can 
afford to pay. Federal, state, and local laws govern the system. 
 
The limits of the system are often debated, usually with little consequence. But from 
time to time some of the discussion is instructive as to how individual decisions on 
policy matters regarding purposes, resources and vision are handled. 
 
Those who are inclusive like to see all aspects of society brought into the discussion, 
and notice the vast importance of home, religion, community, neighborhoods, schools, 
and other influences in shaping the child. They see the value of involving available and 
useful resources, particularly people, into the process of raising our children. The 
concept that it takes a village to raise a child is but one of the guiding principles which 
call for collaborative action to assure that the next generation will be prepared to take 
its rightful place in the building of Michigan, the United States, and the World. Many see 
children as the most valuable product our society has to offer, and want to make sure 
that all children have equal access to the many benefits which America has to offer. 
 
Those who carefully mark the limits of the system talk of the need to prioritize, to use 
scarce resources wisely, and to make measured claims of the abilities, capacities, and 
role of the system.  They are less expansive in their claims for and in their vision of the 
system. Focused on the work of their particular niche in the system, they seek to use 
their resources as wisely as they can give their particular purpose. They tend to test 
whether an expenditure will be of benefit to the functioning of the system. Neither the 
antecedent conditions in society which brought juveniles into the system nor the 
subsequent life circumstances to which they return are of priority concern. Of higher 
order is making sure that the resources devoted to the system are for its purposes and 
its purposes alone. 
 
Policy makers come from both camps. There are aspects of both which win Individual 
discussions.  The truth of the matter is that the system, whatever it whether you see the 
family, the school, or the community as part of the system or not, the effects these 
factors have on the system are profound. We should be willing to look at these issues in 
the larger light. 
 
The overview of the system that you see here is a rather narrow view focused on 
agencies which, in this state, clearly belong to the system. There still may be questions 
about how they belong and the role that they play, but they are integral to the system.  
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Law Enforcement 
 
Law enforcement is the biggest and the most visible part of the juvenile justice system. Law 
enforcement is also a section of the system that is often less understood than others, 
particularly when you describe it in the context of the juvenile justice system. The hallmark 
of the juvenile justice system is in loco parentis, acting in the way a parent would in helping 
the child. How does that function relate to the role of local law enforcement? 
u 
There is no easy answer to this question. But there clearly are differences in how children 
and juveniles are or should be handled in the system. The story of how the local police 
function is applied to juveniles is a story with more than 700 separate versions in Michigan. 
Local law enforcement is made up of approximately 600 municipal police departments, 83 
sheriff departments, and more than 60 state police posts. While all of these agencies are 
subject to the same federal and state laws, how they go about enforcing these laws varies 
from agency to agency. 
 
By far the majority of interactions with juveniles occur with police officers in municipal 
departments, then with officers in townships. Deputy sheriffs handle relatively few juveniles; 
so do troopers assigned in urban or suburban settings.  
 
Within police departments, the level of specialization varies greatly. Most police 
departments in Michigan do not have juvenile officers, persons with a differentiated 
caseload dealing with juveniles.  However, particularly in southeastern Michigan in some of 
the larger, professional, well-educated police agencies, there is some specialization. Some 
officers carry the title of juvenile officer and work almost exclusively with juveniles. Others 
specialize in handling juvenile cases on their shift. 
 
Two new types of officers that deal with juveniles have also emerged over the past few 
years.  Private security officers have greatly increased throughout Michigan. Particularly in  
shopping malls, private security officers interact with juvenile shoplifters on a daily basis. 
School safety officers are also experiencing rapid growth. Education and training for both 
groups is often provided by local law enforcement or by professionals from law enforcement 
agencies who train on the side or after they have retired from active duty. 
 
The police officer is the juvenile justice professional who apprehends juveniles who are 
suspected of committing a crime. Most juveniles who are apprehended are handled by line 
officers on patrol if the call is for an incident in progress. If there is an after the fact report 
and a juvenile is suspected, a juvenile officer may respond. 
 
If the department has a juvenile division with one or more juvenile officer(s), s/he may be 
called in to handle the processing of a juvenile who is apprehended on the street. If the 
juvenile is picked up for questioning or has a "come-in slip", the case would be handled by a 
juvenile officer. 
 
Once the juvenile is apprehended, a decision is made as to whether the juvenile should be 
brought into the station for processing. If the juvenile is brought in, the steps include calling 
the parent or guardian to inform them of the pickup, filling out the incident report,  
fingerprinting and taking a photograph, and making a decision as to releasing the juvenile to 
the parent or guardian, or requesting authorization from the Juvenile Court to bring the 
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juvenile to the juvenile detention home.   
 
Locking of pre-adjudicated juveniles in local police departments and jails is becoming a 
practice of the past. Most departments no longer lock juveniles in their adult facilities. Most 
police departments that have adult facilities have policies of not locking juveniles. Many 
departments have developed non-secure holding areas, often in the line of sight of the front 
desk or the dispatcher, where juveniles sit while awaiting pickup. Some departments use 
cadets or volunteers who supervise juveniles in non-secure holdovers. Juveniles that are 
going to be locked are brought to juvenile detention facilities. 
 
Prosecuting attorneys are now an integral part of the juvenile justice system in Michigan, 
although their involvement varies from county to county. The larger the prosecutor's office, 
the more likely there is a designated juvenile prosecutor. The more severe the crime, the 
more likely an assistant prosecutor will participate in the courtroom during the trial. Some 
jurisdictions have an assistant prosecutor review every case prior to submitting a petition, 
others review every case coming before the juvenile court; others focus on felony or Part I 
charges. 
 
A major new development in 1988 provided the prosecutor with the opportunity to waive 
juveniles who are charged with designated crimes directly to the adult court. Known as the 
discretionary waiver, this practice is used in several but not all jurisdictions. Most juvenile 
courts continue to use the traditional juvenile court waiver option if waiver is considered. 
 
Legislation passed in 1997 provided the prosecutor with additional options, lowering the age 
of waiver to 14, providing for several additional designated offenses, and adding specified 
offenses. Prosecutors and Circuit Court Family Division Judges and staff are still learning 
how to incorporate these changes. 
 
Detention 
The more populous counties in Michigan have juvenile detention facilities designed to safely 
lodge juveniles who are a threat to themselves or to society or to assure that the juvenile 
will show for her/his court hearing. These facilities are operated under three different 
auspices: court, county, or state. The majority of detention homes in Michigan are court 
operated; three are county operated; and three are state operated. More and more of the 
facilities offer both detention services and longer term treatment services. 
 
The State of Michigan has a long history of careful regulation of juvenile detention services. 
The Michigan Department of Consumer and Industry Services, Bureau of Regulatory 
Services, Division of Child Welfare Licensing handles reviews of detention facilities. 
Because of questions of the separation between branches of government, facilities 
operated by courts are monitored under separate guidelines from those operated by 
executive branch agencies. Michigan is generally regarded as a state with strong licensing 
requirements, thereby offering juveniles care, safety and required services while in 
detention. 
 
The Michigan Juvenile Detention Association is the professional organization of the juvenile 
detention home administrators and many of the staff who work in juvenile detention 
facilities. The Michigan Association of Children’s Alliances and the Michigan Judicial 
Institute offer conferences, training programs, and workshops of interest to persons working 
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in detention programs. So do the National Juvenile Detention Association and the American 
Correctional Association. 
 
Although Michigan has a strong and established network of juvenile detention homes and 
maintains more beds than most states, police departments and courts often report a need 
for more beds. Part of the traditional problem is the distribution of beds. The distribution of 
population and the cost of running facilities have made a county by county approach in the 
rural areas of the state prohibitive. The opening of facilities in Grayling and Escanaba 
provide needed facilities for the Upper Peninsula and the Upper Lower Peninsula. 
 
The funding available for detention services in relationship to other needed court services, 
such as probation and non-secure community based non-residential counseling and 
treatment services, is an issue. Recent focus on the dearth of community based services 
has led to questions about the cost of detention beds. 
 
Adjudication And Disposition 
Once the police have filed the petition with the juvenile court, the court process begins. The 
process is provided for in the Juvenile Section of the Michigan Probate Code and the 
Juvenile Court Rules that are promulgated by the Supreme Court. 
 
The first step in the process is intake, reviewing the petition, preparing court documents, 
and preparing the case for its first hearing. If the youth is admitted to a juvenile detention 
home, the first hearing is held within 24 hours to see if there are grounds for detaining the 
youth. At the detention hearing a defense attorney and an assistant prosecutor may be 
present.  
 
Once the detention hearing is completed, scheduling the case through the full court process 
begins. Practice varies from court to court on the number of cases that are dismissed, 
handled through the consent docket, or go to the formal court calendar. The priority of 
cases may also effect how quickly the matter is scheduled. 
 
Probate Code and Juvenile Court Rules require that action be taken within set time lines to 
assure that cases do not languish. Preparation of the case for trial by the court staff, the 
prosecutor, and the defense attorney may impact on whether the case goes to trial as 
scheduled, with practice again varying from court to court. 
 
The Michigan Juvenile Code breaks the formal trial into two parts. The first section 
determines whether or not the juvenile is found to be a delinquent based on the evidence 
presented to the court. The second phase deals with the disposition of the case, providing 
information that the court may use to create the decision for restitution, supervision or 
treatment if the juvenile is found to have committed the offense. There are many variations 
in how cases are handled, whether standard or uniform guidelines for court orders are used, 
as well as in the conditions of probation or placement that emerge from the disposition 
hearing. 
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The role of the prosecutor in the trial and the process for the selection of the defense 
attorney vary from jurisdiction to jurisdiction based on staff resources and the availability of 
attorneys who are willing to practice in juvenile defense. The ability and the tenacity of the 
professionals involved to stay current with the law and with practice guidelines and 
professional standards are also a factor.  
 
A finding of delinquency sets the stage for disposition decisions. What type of supervision 
and/or treatment are/is required, whether community service or restitution is necessary, who 
will pay for court costs and the services to be provided, and what notice will be provided to 
victims are a few of the decisions which the court must make. 
 
Supervision And Treatment 
The decision made at the disposition hearing establishes the level of supervision and 
treatment that the juvenile will receive. Some courts operate within well-defined guidelines, 
with an array of actions taken based on the nature of the offense that was committed. 
Others spend more time tailoring the supervision and treatment to the particular youth and 
the particular circumstances and resources which are available to the youth. One question 
with which the court must deal is whether there is any pattern or practice in these  
deliberations that would tend to deal preferentially with any particular race, gender, or 
economic class. 
 
Courts divide cases into three general outcomes once the decision is made that the juvenile 
is guilty: probation, nonresidential community based treatment, or residential treatment. 
Michigan has a history of providing supervision and treatment through county level services, 
through state services, and through private agency services. 
 
Community based supervision for first-time offenders and for chronic or repeat low-level 
offenders is usually provided by probation officers on the court staff. Several of the courts 
now use a priority system in assigning cases, assigning many low level cases to one 
probation officer, fewer but higher level cases to another probation officer, and only two to 
five cases to an intensive case load offering multiple daily contacts. 
 
If the decision is made that non-residential treatment is required, courts may work with 
private agencies in the community to develop programs. In recent years there is more 
attention to collaboration among funding sources, with multiple agencies participating in the 
process of case planning and review. 
 
Collaboration between the probate court, community mental health, the public school, the 
intermediate school, and private agencies is becoming more of a factor in funding decisions 
and service provision. Recent focus on the cost of residential care has led counties to give 
more attention to day treatment programs, keeping the youth in the home while maintaining 
a higher level of treatment services in the community. 
 
The highest cost decision is the decision to provide treatment in a residential setting. The 
court can use several options. An increasing number of the juvenile detention facilities in the 
State have treatment programs built in, with flexible facilities and programming designed to 
shift resources between the detention and the treatment function. Michigan has many 
private residential treatment institutions that provide residential treatment services to 
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delinquent youth on campuses scattered throughout the state. Alternatively, the court can 
commit the youth to the Michigan Family Independence Agency as a state ward, opening up 
another array of services. 
 
As the State of Michigan becomes more innovative with its service mixes and develops 
more collaborative arrangements with other state, local and private agencies, the array of 
options seems to be increasing, and the differences between options blurring. The 
collaboration between organizations that are providing services to delinquent youth may be 
providing more choices and greater opportunity to provide the appropriate services that are 
necessary. 
 
The emphasis on wraparound services to assure that a youth's full array of needs is met 
offers real opportunities to make the system more responsive to the needs of the juvenile. 
These county focused initiatives bring the discussion to the attention of local decision-
makers in a new way, offering new understandings of how services can be allocated to 
youth within the community. 
 
Private agencies have also contributed to the changes in supervision and treatment 
services. Several of the agencies have developed extensive community outreach programs. 
They have opened offices for staff, for day treatment programs, and for community based 
residential treatment services, all designed to bring the service to the juvenile in his/her 
home community with resources designed to meet his/her needs and to deal with the risks 
which he or she faces. 
 
Change has also affected the programs operated by the Michigan Family Independence 
Agency/Bureau of Juvenile Justice. As older youth are placed in these facilities, as intake 
and exit decisions are controlled increasingly by local courts, and as a greater array and 
more services are provided at the local level, the mission of the state facilities may change. 
The population in the state facilities continues to include the juveniles which other programs 
will not take, making the mission of the state programs the most difficult of all. 
 
Wayne County has taken more responsibility for services to court wards. The Wayne 
County Office of Community Justice has developed agreements with five Care Management 
Organizations to provide a continuum of services to court wards to increase community 
based interventions and to reduce reliance on long term treatment placements. 
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B. System Flow 

 



OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three Year Plan 
Attachment 2:  Program Narrative 10 



OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three Year Plan 
Attachment 2:  Program Narrative 11 



OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three Year Plan 
Attachment 2:  Program Narrative 12 

 
 
 



OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three Year Plan 
Attachment 2:  Program Narrative 13 



OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three Year Plan 
Attachment 2:  Program Narrative 14 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three Year Plan 
Attachment 2:  Program Narrative 15 

 
 
 
 
 
 



OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three Year Plan 
Attachment 2:  Program Narrative 16 

 
 
 
 
 
 



OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three Year Plan 
Attachment 2:  Program Narrative 17 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three Year Plan 
Attachment 2:  Program Narrative 18 

 
 
 
 
 



OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three-Year Plan 
Attachment 2:  Program Narrative 

 

19 

 



OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three-Year Plan 
Attachment 2:  Program Narrative 

 

20 



OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three-Year Plan 
Attachment 2:  Program Narrative 

 

21 

 



OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three-Year Plan 
Attachment 2:  Program Narrative 

 

22 

 



OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three-Year Plan 
Attachment 2:  Program Narrative 

 

23 

 



OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three-Year Plan 
Attachment 2:  Program Narrative 

 

24 

 



OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three-Year Plan 
Attachment 2:  Program Narrative 

 

25 

 



OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three-Year Plan 
Attachment 2:  Program Narrative 

 

26 

 



OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three-Year Plan 
Attachment 2:  Program Narrative 

 

27 



OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three-Year Plan 
Attachment 2:  Program Narrative 

 

28 

 



OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three-Year Plan 
Attachment 2:  Program Narrative 

 

29 

 
C. Service Network 
 
The State of Michigan/Family Independence Agency, and the Community Health 
Department/Mental Health Services have several funding streams that support local 
governmental entities that provide an array of services for delinquent youth. Additionally, 
through the Michigan State Court Administrator’s office and collaboration between Local 
Family Division of the County Circuit Court there are six operational court administered 
alcohol and juvenile drug programs and two court administered juvenile alcohol and drug 
programs in the planning and developmental stages. 
 
A significant funding source by way of the Family Independence Agency is the child care 
fund that provides county governments with 50% match for all eligible services related to 
out of home placement, and intensive home services for children who are adjudicated, 
neglected, abused or delinquent. Additionally, 100% funding is available for rural 
counties and Indian Tribal Jurisdictions who provide alternatives to jail and detention for 
juvenile offenders who have been detained and are awaiting a hearing and/or a 
placement. 
 
The above mentioned rural counties usually have volunteer staff instead of professional 
staff who facilitate holdover, home detention, transportation and electronic monitoring 
services.   
 
Many observers have noted that a real weakness in the Michigan Juvenile Justice 
System, like systems in other states, is the aftercare which juveniles receive when they 
return to the community. Particularly for youth that come out of highly structured 
residential care facilities, the transition to the home community is a major event, with 
change emerging everywhere. 
 
The weak link in the system may be that period of vulnerability when newly realized 
freedom and opportunities coupled with the removal of support systems puts the juvenile 
back in the neighborhood, on the street with too little supervision, too few resources, too 
few positive options, and too many negative opportunities. 
 
This awareness has led to some changes. There is more focus on keeping the youth in 
the community, building the supports around him/her in this setting. Several of the major 
private agencies have looked at there own programs and have organized community 
aftercare support teams. More emphasis has been placed on working with the family in 
residential programs, with the belief that understanding the home environment will help 
to ease the transition to the community. There is some optimism that these steps will 
help. And there is renewed enthusiasm for dealing with re-entry into the community as a 
major treatment challenge. 
 
Most of the communities in Michigan routinely earmark their funds towards essential 
childcare services and very little funding is available for job training and  
Development.  During the 2004 funding cycle, expanded grant resources will be  
distributed to local communities to develop comprehensive career training, job  
readiness and retention program to reduce recidivism among Michigan’s delinquent 
youth population. 
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THE FOLLOWING PROGRAM SERVICES OUTSIDE THE FORMAL JUVENILE 
JUSTICE SYSTEM ARE CURRENTLY IN PLACE AND IMPACT DIRECTLY ON 
DELINQUENCY REDUCTION, CONTROL, OR PREVENTION. 
 
Family Independence Agency Services for Delinquent Youth 
 
The Child Care Fund: The Child Care Fund is a collaborative effort between state and 
county governments, including Native American Tribes, which fund programs to serve 
neglected, abused and delinquent youth in Michigan. The Child Care Funds originated 
in 1955 with five bills (Acts 104, 106, 112, 113, and 114, P.A. 1955) which came to be 
known as the Foster Care Bills and were designated by the Legislature to improve child 
care in the state by state participation in costs. Shared state and local funding to provide 
out of home placement as well as intensive in home services for children who are 
adjudicated, neglected, abused or delinquent. 
 
Regional Detention Support Services: The purpose of Regional Detention Support 
Services is to provide alternatives to jail and detention for juvenile offenders who have 
been detained and are awaiting a hearing and/or placement. Eligible jurisdictions 
include the 61 rural counties in Michigan and Indian Tribal Jurisdictions. 
 
P.A. 117 of 1985, Section 126: Counties shall be subject to 50% chargeback for the use 
of alternative Regional Detention Support Services if they do not fall under the Basic 
Grant provisions of Section 117E of the Social Welfare Act 280 of the Public Acts of 
1939, being Section 400.117E of the Michigan compiled Laws or if a county operates 
these programs primarily with professional rather than voluntary staff. 
 
The preceding legislative language means that counties eligible for a Basic Grant under 
the Child Care Fund will not have to pay a 50% chargeback for RDSS holdover, home 
detention, transportation and electronic monitoring services unless the county operates 
their program with primarily professional rather than volunteer staff. These programs will 
be 100% state funded if the requirements just described are met. 
 
Youth in Transition Program (YIT): Michigan’s Youth in Transition Program is 
designed to help meet the specialized needs of youth with the legal status of Foster 
Care. Some delinquent youth may be eligible for services from this fund if they meet the 
Youth in Transition Program eligibility criteria and were in foster care as legal status on 
or after their 14th birthday. Additionally, dual wards who are 18-21 years old when their 
delinquency case is closed can receive closed case services. 
 
Commonly provided services include: independent living skills classes, mentors, 
employment services, household start-up goods, supervised independent living, first 
month rent and utilities, educational support counseling, job supports, and foster parent 
training. Funds may not be used for ongoing room and board, and must supplement 
rather than replace existing state or federal funds. 
 
Homeless Youth Services: Homeless Youth Services are provided to youth, ages 16- 
21, who are without permanent shelter and are without appropriate supervision and care. 
The services are provided through contracts with private, non-profit agencies. 
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Homeless and Runaway Youth Crisis Number: The 24-hour Rapline (Runaway 
Assistance Program) and Homeless Crisis Number is: 1-800-292-4517. 
 
Tuition Incentive Program (TIP): TIP is recognized as a state funding resource for 
students who wish to further their education and attend college. TIP assists in the cost 
of tuition and mandatory fees for students of low-income families to attend college at 
participating institutions. This includes youth in foster care, state wards, court wards and 
FIP, MA, SFA and FS-only recipients. 
 
Educational Training Vouchers: Youth must meet Michigan Youth in Transition (YIT) 
fund eligibility requirements. The voucher or vouchers provided may be available for the 
cost of attendance at an institution of higher education, as defined in the Higher 
Education Act of 1965. The youth must pursue an educational program for which the 
institution awards a bachelor degree or provides not less than 2-year program that is 
acceptable for full credit toward such a degree (including Associate Degree). An 
accredited educational training program to prepare students for gainful employment in a 
recognized occupation is also acceptable. 
 
M.I.S.T.Y. Program: Manpower Information and Services for Transitioning Youth 
provides employment training and support for delinquent state wards (PA 150) aged 15- 
20 who are residing in a community placement. 
 
Teen Parent/Teen Parent Transitional Housing Program: Teen parents receive 
services designated to strengthen their capacity to meet the financial, nutritional, 
psychological, developmental and general health needs of their children. The services 
include universal home visits, comprehensive assessments, comprehensive service 
plans, case management, crisis intervention, male responsibility and minor parent 
services. Support services such as career planning, counseling, day care, educational, 
training, and employment-services are provided to assist in the prevention of welfare 
dependency. 
 
The Teen-Parent: Transitional Housing Program is for homeless teen mothers. It 
provides transitional housing, life skills training, employment and education assistance, 
case management, discharge planning and after-care services. The services are limited 
to homeless females, ages seventeen through nineteen. 
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Wraparound Services: The statewide process for children and families at risk of 
placement. The process can be applied to youth living in their own home, with relatives 
or in foster care. It is family centered, strength based and needs driven. Wraparound is 
a process based on collaboration and working with community resources. The parent(s) 
and child(ren) are integral parts of the team and must have ownership in the individualize 
plan. 
 
Strong Families/Safe Children: (SF/SC) is Michigan’s community based and statewide 
collaborative initiative for federal “Promoting Safe and Stable Families” legislation that 
provides funds to states for new and enhanced family preservation, family support, time-
limited reunification, and adoption promotion and support services (P.L. 105-89, 1997; P.L. 
107-133, 2001). The federal program was formerly named the “Family Preservation and 
Family Support Services Act” (OBRA, P.L. 103-66, 1993). 
 
Families First of Michigan: Short-term (4-6 weeks), intensive (average 10 hours a 
week) Crisis-Intervention program for families with children at risk of out of home 
placement as a result of abuse or neglect or who can be returned home safely with 
intensive services. 
 
Child Safety and Permanency Plan: Child Safety and Permanency Plans fund 
services at the local county level for families who are at risk of having children placed out 
of home or whose children can be reunited more quickly. 
 
Community Health Department/Mental Health Services For Delinquent Youth 
In Michigan, public mental health services for delinquent children and youth are available 
through the community mental health services system. A community mental health services 
program (CMHSP) is established in each county or multiple county cachment area. When a 
child is a ward of the court or the state and is being treated in the community, the Family 
Division of the county Circuit Court has access to an array of 
services for children with mental health needs and their families. Although an array of 
services exists, these services are not always available to the circuit courts. Additional 
resources are needed to adequately fund the array of services available. This array may 
include: 
 
Home-Based Services: Mental Health home-based service programs are designed to 
provide intensive services to individuals and families with multiple service needs who 
require access to an array of mental health services. The primary goals of these 
programs are to promote and preserve families, reunite families who have been 
separated, and reduce the usage of, or shorten the length of stay, in psychiatric hospitals 
and other substitute care settings. The family unit is the focus of treatment. The service style 
must support a strength-based approach, emphasizing assertive intervention, parent and 
professional teamwork, and community involvement with other service providers. 
 
Michigan’s home-based family service philosophy promotes delivery of services to 
families in their homes in order to achieve permanence for children, while maintaining 
and strengthening the family integrity. These services are provided to Medicaid-eligible 
individuals in families. These families have multiple service needs that require access to 
a continuum of mental health services. 
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The Mental Health Home-Based Services intervention combines the use of individual 
therapy, family therapy, case-management and family collateral contacts as an approach to 
reducing reliance on placement in substitute care settings such as hospitals or residential 
treatment centers. Services are primarily provided in the family home or community and may 
vary in intensity, application and duration depending on the needs of the family. Home-based 
services are designed through a planning process that mandates the active participation of 
the family as members of the home-based service team. The resulting plan of service 
becomes the on-going guideline for service delivery.   The plan of services is a 
comprehensive plan, which identifies family strengths and needs, determines appropriate 
interventions and identifies resources developed in collaboration with family members and 
other agencies. 
 
Home-based services are accessed through local community mental health services 
programs (CMHSPs). The Division of Mental Health Services to Children and Families 
certifies home-based services programs operated through CMHSPs and provides 
training and programs operated through CMHSPs and provides training and technical 
assistance to home-based services staff and programs. 
 
Multi-Systemic Therapy Services: Multi-systemic therapy services is a more rigidly 
structured version of the home-based services model. The model is specially designed 
to serve high-risk delinquent youth and their families. 
 
Wraparound Services: The wraparound services planning model is an established 
vehicle for delivery of services to children and families with severe and multiple problems 
being served by multiple agencies. Wraparound services refers to an individually designed 
set of services provided to children with serious emotional disturbance or serious mental 
illness and their families that includes treatment services and personal support services or 
any other supports necessary to maintain the child in the family home. Wraparound services 
are to be developed through an interagency collaboration approach and a minor’s parent(s) 
or guardian. Minors over the age of 14 are able to participate in planning the services. 
Wraparound services are a particularly effective approach in serving children served by 
multiple systems. 
 
Wraparound is designed to assist individuals and families who have unmet needs that 
were not met by the traditional service delivery system. Examples of unmet needs 
include: housing assistance; food, clothing and furniture; insurance; special needs; 
transportation; substance abuse services; assistance with utilities; senior citizen 
services. 
 
In-Home Respite Care: In-home respite care is a family support service to families with 
children and adolescents with serious emotional disturbance. This family support 
service is intended to preserve families by providing temporary relief to the primary 
caregiver(s) of children and adolescents with serious emotional disturbance. This relief 
can be provided for a variety of reasons. In-home respite care services are to be 
delivered by a trained mental health worker and in conjunction with the child or 
adolescent’s Individual Plan of Service. Adolescent’s Individual Plan of Service.  These 
services are to be delivered in the home of the child or adolescent with the goal of 
preventing deterioration in the child or adolescent and his or her family’s functioning to avoid 
out-of-home mental health intervention. 
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The target population for In-Home Respite Care includes families with children or 
adolescents between the ages of 5 to 17 who are determined to be able to derive benefit 
from temporary periodic relief from providing care to children and adolescents with a 
serious emotional disturbance. 
 
The goal of the in-home respite program is to provide a family support service in the form 
of temporary relief for primary caregiver(s) of children and adolescents with a serious 
emotional disturbance. This family support services is intended to: 
 Assist the primary caregiver(s) in withstanding the daily stresses of caring for a child 

      or adolescent with serious emotional disturbance. 
 Maintain the child or adolescent in the family unit and avert the need for an out-of    

      home mental health intervention. 
 
Prevention Services: The Michigan Department of Community Health also has a 
designated unit responsible for prevention programming. Prevention services are those 
interventions that are provided before the initial onset of disorder; are intended to reduce 
the numbers of new cases (incidence); and are based on a risk reduction model 
designed to reduce risk factors and strengthen protective factors. The prevention 
models currently being actively promoted are: 
 
Infant Mental Health: Infant mental health services provide home-based parent-infant 
support and intervention services to families where the parent’s condition and life 
circumstances or the characteristics of the infant threaten the parent-infant attachment 
and the consequent social, emotional, behavioral and cognitive development of the 
infant. Services reduce the incidence and prevalence of abuse, neglect, developmental 
delay, behavioral and emotional disorder. Community mental health services programs 
may provide infant mental health services as a specific service or as part of a Department 
certified home-based program. 
 
Multi-Purpose Collaborative Bodies: There are currently 76 State endorsed 
Multipurpose Collaborative Bodies (MPCBs) encompassing Michigan’s 83 counties. 
Each MPCB has a shared vision to: 
  improve outcomes for children, families, adults, and seniors; 
  to operate on the basis of mutual trust, respect and consensus; 
  to be an inclusive planning and implementation body of stakeholders at the county or 

multi-county level; 
  to take responsibility for the local directions and coordination of state, federal and 

foundation sponsored collaborative endeavors. 
Currently, the membership of the 76 endorsed MPCBs include: 

  Agency directors of the community mental health, Family Independence Agency, 
l local public health, intermediate school districts (ISD)/local school districts, area 

agency on aging or senior volunteers agencies; 
 Consumers and family members 
 Private agency and community representatives (business, law enforcement, United 

Way, County Commissioners, faith-based, hospital, MSU Extension) 
  Prosecutors 
  Family court judges and/or administrators 
  Michigan Works! Representative 
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The majority of MPCBs utilize community needs assessments to direct their work. 
MPCBs have conducted their own needs assessment or utilized assessments done by 
member organizations. The community needs assessments have been used by the 
MPCB to guide decision-making on funding support for programs/services and to 
communicate with their elected officials (county commissioners, state legislators). 
 
Collaborative Bodies members see their group as a vehicle and a venue for local 
planning and decision-making. The MPCB is a methodology for community change and 
the place where community leaders can move the community’s agenda forward to 
benefit children, families, adults and seniors who live and work in their community. 
 
Most all of the MPCBs have a staff person that supports the work of the collaborative 
body. These staff positions are often funded through joint support from the agencies 
who is part of the MPCB. The Division of Mental Health Services to Children and 
Families provides training, technical assistance and support to the staff of the MPCBs 
through quarterly meetings. The Division also, upon request, provides technical 
assistance and training to MPCBs in their home communities around collaboration, 
effective partnerships, and blended funding. (Selections taken from DCH website) 
 
Integrated Services for Children of Parents with Mental Illness: Integrated Services 
are designed to prevent mental disorders and deviant behavior among children whose 
parents are receiving services from the public mental health system and to improve 
outcomes for adult clients who are parents (an estimated 10%). Integrated Services 
approach is designed to change policies and practices related to intake screening, 
assessment and service planning in order to incorporate issues related to the parenting 
role and children’s needs into the services for the adult. Reliance on linking children to 
available community services, crisis planning and respite care is important 
components. 
 
Integrated Services in initial community mental health services programs has resulted in 
the following: 
 Adult and children service teams; 
 Access to community funds to underwrite respite care and to pay for resource 

materials, location of resource materials at the local library; 
 Agreement by local Early On to provide service coordination, and automatic access 

to Head Start for children of parents with mental illness. 
 

Permanency Planning: The Permanency Planning Services Program serves children 
with developmental disabilities and their families. The program has enabled these 
children to live in permanent families through family preservation, institutional and foster 
care placement prevention, family reunification and coordination of adoption services. 
 
The mission of the Permanency Planning Services Program is to ensure that children in 
Michigan with mental health needs have the benefit of permanent membership in a 
family through the development of community care system sufficient to sustain these 
children within their families. Working with Community Mental Health Services Programs 
(CMHSPs) to build community supports as well as other programs such as Family 
Support Subsidy, Family Support Services, and the Children’s Waiver Program, has 
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contributed to a significant decline in out-of-home placements for children. Permanency 
Planning staff provide consultation and technical assistance to CMHSP case managers 
to identify and coordinate resources to support children with intense and complex needs 
to remain in their family homes, or achieve a permanent home through adoption. 
 
Insurance Advocacy: The Insurance Advocacy for Home-Based Alternatives Program 
works statewide to help families maximize insurance coverage for home care services. 
The program helps families understand the benefits available under their insurance 
contracts; coaches families through the process of negotiating approval for home care 
services that may or may not be regular benefits under the insurance contracts, and; assists 
families in resolving denials of home care services. 
 
In addition, the program reviews each referral to ensure prompt coordination with all 
publicly funded home care resources and use of all available routes to achieve Medicaid 
eligibility. Over 1,000 families are serviced annually. 
 
Children’s Waiver: The Children’s Waiver Program (CWP) is a federal entitlement 
program that provides Medicaid funded home and community-based services to children 
(under age 18) who are eligible for, and at risk of, placement into an Intermediate Care 
Facility for the Mentally Retarded (ICF/MR). Children with developmental disabilities and 
who have challenging behaviors and/or complex medical needs are served through this 
program. The CWP enables children to remain in their parent’s home or return to their 
parent’s home from out-of-home placements, while receiving regular Medicaid State 
Plan services (i.e., case management, private duty nursing) and waiver services, regardless 
of their parent’s income. The waiver services include: family training, specialty services (e.g. 
music, recreation, art and message therapy), community living supports, transportation, 
respite care, environmental accessibility adaptations, and specialty medical equipment. The 
program has a capacity to serve 417 children statewide. Although the program is at capacity, 
a waiting list is maintained, using a priority rating system to add new children to the program 
when openings occur. 
 
Family Support Subsidy: The Family Support Subsidy is one of an array of community 
based family-centered support services that makes it possible for children with  
developmental disabilities to remain with and to return to their birth or adoptive families. 
The subsidy provides a monthly stipend ($222.11) that the family must spend on special 
needs that occur as a result of caring for a child with a severe disability at home. 
 
To be eligible, the child must be younger than 18 years and live in the family home in 
Michigan. The family’s most recently filed Michigan income tax form must show a 
taxable income of less than $60,000. The Multidisciplinary Evaluation Team of the local 
public or intermediate school district must recommend the child for an educational 
eligibility category of cognitive impairment, severe multiple impairment or autism. 
 
Children with an educational eligibility category of cognitive impairment may be eligible if 
their development is in the severe range of functioning as determined by the local or 
intermediate school district.  
 
Children with autism must be receiving special education services in a program designed 
for students with autism or in a program designed for students with severe cognitive 
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impairment of severe multiple impairments. 
 
Federal Mental Health Block Grant Program: Public Law 102-32 establishes the 
Federal Block Grant for Mental Health Services. This federal funding program is 
administered by the Center for Mental Health Services, a division of the Substance 
Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration. Each year, the Michigan Department 
of Community Health applies for an award under the program and currently receives an 
annual grant of approximately $13 million. Of this amount, approximately $4 million is 
allocated for mental health services for children with serious emotional disturbance and 
their families. The federal statute establishing this program requires the funds to be 
expended through the state’s public mental health system. Through individual block 
grant contracts with community mental health services programs, these resources are 
focused on development and maintenance of community based services. For children, 
the block grant is used primarily to support wraparound and juvenile justice screening, 
assessment and diversion services. 
 
Reducing Expulsion of Children from Child Care: CCEP programs provide early 
childhood mental health professionals who consult with child care providers and parents 
in caring for children under the age of six who are experiencing behavioral and emotional 
challenges in their child care settings. Sometimes these challenges may put children at 
risk of expulsion. CCEP aims to reduce expulsion and increase the number of families 
and child care providers who successfully nurture the social and emotional development 
of children 0-5 in licensed child care programs. 
 
Currently there are 12 CCEP projects serving 35 Michigan counties. Six are funded 
through the Family Independence Agency (FIA) and the Michigan Department of 
Community Health (MDCH). These projects are a collaborative effort between 
community mental health agencies and the Michigan Community Coordinated Child 
Care Association. The remaining projects are funded through alternative sources. 
 
The programs offer short-term child/family-centered consultation for children with 
challenging behaviors: 
• Observation and functional assessment at home and at child care; 
• Individualized plan of service developed by team; 
• Intervention (e.g., coaching and support for parents and providers to learn new ways 
   to interact with child, providing educational resources for parents and providers, 
   modifying the physical environment, connecting family to community resources, 
   providing counseling for families in crisis, etc. 
 
   Programmatic consultation: 
• Training for administrators, staff and parents 
• Incorporating curricula/systems to promote social-emotional competence 
• Conducing quality improvement activities 
• Improving the work climate 
• Enhancing the mental health of child care staff and parents 
   CCEP Programs are needed because: 
• 60.9% of children under the age of six in Michigan require childcare. 
• The prevalence of challenging behavior among infants, toddlers, and preschool-age 
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   children in early care and learning settings ranges from 3-15%. 
• Child care programs are expelling increasing numbers of “problem” children. One 
   recent survey reported that during one year, nearly 2% of the children in a single 
   Michigan county were expelled. Research shows that early intervention is the key to 
   promoting emotional-social competency and school success among young children. 
 
School Success: School Success is a prevention program focused on reduction of 
absenteeism in early elementary school. 
 
Project Seek: Project Seek is an interagency model of services to children with a 
parent in prison. 
 

2. Updated Analysis of Juvenile Crime Problems and Juvenile Justice Needs –  
NO CHANGES TO CRIME REPORT 

 
 

A. Updated Analysis Of Juvenile Crime Problems 
 
The 2001 Juvenile Justice Crime Analysis included in this report is the most recently 
completed report of Juvenile crime in Michigan. Prepared by Health Management 
Associates, it includes comparisons of juvenile and adult crime over the past decade  
In detail and 25 or more years in summary. The complete report includes  Information on 
the data requested. 
 
Juvenile arrest data is contained in the Juvenile Crime Analysis. The Michigan State 
Police Uniform Crime Report is a relatively complete overview of juvenile crime in 
Michigan. 

 
Data on youth referred to the Circuit Court Family Division is modest. Michigan does not 
have a unified court data collection system. The State Court Administrative Office 
collects data necessary to assess court caseload levels by the various trial court levels. 
Data regarding the characteristics of juveniles coming to the attention of the court varies 
by court. The Juvenile Information System requests certain common variables, but 
priority for collection of many of these court statistics varies from court to court. Given 
the way data is collected in the courts, gaining the data requested for the three year plan 
requires contacting each of the courts individually and aggregating it, a costly, difficult, 
and time consuming process. 

 
During the past year the Michigan State University Institute for Children Youth and 
Families has contacted each of the Circuit Court Family Division Offices and gathered 
some data from half of the courts in Michigan on some data points. Further analysis of 
that data may prove fruitful in approaching the courts again to obtain more 
comprehensive data regarding juveniles in the court system. 

 
The same study utilized data from the Michigan Compliance Monitoring System to 
record data on the locking of juveniles in jails and lockups and status offenders in  
juvenile detention centers. But it did not capture data on the locked detention of 
juveniles arrested for misdemeanors and felonies. 



OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three-Year Plan 
Attachment 2:  Program Narrative 

 

39 

 
Michigan just completed the first part of a renewed effort to gather minority 
overrepresentation data. That report was recently distributed to the Michigan Committee 
on Juvenile Justice. Some enhancements are underway. A revised report will be 
available shortly. 
 
Discussions of educational needs, gender specific services, delinquency prevention, and 
treatment services available in rural areas are part of the legacy of the work of the 
Committee on Juvenile Justice, particularly of the Title V communities in the Upper and 
Upper Lower Peninsula. Two of the Title V programs identified alternative education 
programs for high school youth as a major priority. Another focused on substance abuse 
and family counseling. One of the Native American communities developed a gender 
services program for teenage young women. In the same county a female services 
program emerged. An Upper Peninsula Tribe developed a services program for Tribal 
youth and a multipurpose youth center. 
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Reported Crime in Michigan 

 Total reported crime increased .9 percent from 2000 
to 2001. 

 Serious index person crime reports increased 1.6 
percent in 2001 from 2000 levels.  

 Total reported crime in 2001 is down  15.1 percent 
from 1991 levels.  

 Reported index crimes against persons reports 
dropped 26.0 percent in 2001 in comparison with 
1991. 

 Serious index property crime reports decreased 29.0 
percent from 1991 to 2001.  

 
Executive Summary 
 
Reported Crime in Michigan 
 
Michigan State Police crime statistics included in the 2001 
Crime In Michigan, Uniform Crime Report (UCR) indicate 
that total reported crime increased slightly (by .9 percent) 
from 2000 to 2001. Total crime reported to Michigan law 
enforcement agencies for 2001 is substantially below 1991 
(15.1 percent) levels.  The total number of reported FBI 
index crimes also increased slightly from 2000 to 2001 (by 
1.1 percent), as did reported index crimes involving property (increased 1.0 percent) and reported index 
crimes against persons (increased 1.6 percent).  From 1991 to 2001, total FBI index crime reports declined 
by 28.6 percent; index crimes against persons1 decreased by 26.0 percent and index crimes involving 
property2 decreased by 29.0 percent. Total reported crime decreased by 15.1 percent for 1991 to 2001. 
 

Comparisons 
between 1991 
and 2001 may 
be affected by 
the continu-ing 
imple-mentation 
of the federally 
mandated 
Michigan 
Incident Crime 
Reporting 
(MICR) System. 
Changes in 
reported 
Michigan 
criminal activity 
must also be 
viewed in light of improved reporting in 2001 in comparison with 2000

                                                           
1 FBI index crimes against persons include murder, rape, robbery, and aggravated assault.  
2 FBI index crimes involving property include burglary, larceny, motor vehicle theft and arson. Note that MSP reports do 
not include arson as an index crime involving property. 
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Juvenile Arrests 

 Total juvenile arrests increased 5.5 percent in 2001 in 
comparison with 2000. 

 Juvenile arrests increased for all index crimes and all 
crime categories in 2001.  

 The juvenile portion of all Michigan arrests increased 
to 8.5 percent from 7.7 percent in 2000. The 2001 
juvenile rate is the 3rd lowest level recorded over the 
decade. 

 Juvenile arrest decreased 18.2 percent from 1991 to 
2001. 

 

 

Juvenile Arrests 
 
Total Michigan juvenile arrests increased 5.5 percent from 2000 to 2001. 
This is the first increase since 1997. 
Total juvenile arrests in 2001 re 18.2 percent below 1991 levels.   Total 
juvenile arrests for all index offenses increased by 634 arrests or 6.4 
percent from 2000 to 2001 but decreased by 7,787 arrests or 42.6 percent 
from 1991 to 2001. Juvenile arrests for index crimes against persons 
increased by 97 arrests or 8.5 percent from 2000 to 2001 but decreased 
by 1,020 arrests or 45.2 percent in 2001 in comparison with 1991 levels. 
Juvenile arrests for index crimes involving property increased by 537 
arrests or 6.1 percent from 2000 to 2001 but declined by 6,767 arrests or 
42.2 percent in comparison with 1991 levels. Juvenile index crime arrests with the greatest proportional changes from 
2000 to 2001 include: rape (39.1 percent increase, up 52 arrests); arson (up 17.3 percent, 23 arrest increase); murder 
(up   14.3 percent, 2 arrests); burglary (up 8.8 percent, 111 arrest increase); auto theft (increased 7.6 percent, up 53 
arrests), larceny (up 5.3 percent, 350 arrest increase), robbery (increased 5.1 percent, up 9 arrests) and aggravated 
assault (increased 4.2 percent, up 34 arrests). Juvenile arrests in 2001 for part II arrests also increased from 2000 
levels but by only 3.6 percent or 693 arrests. Part II arrests are the only arrest category that increased in 2001 over 
1991 levels (by 32.3 percent or 4,823 arrests). All other arrest categories decreased in 2001 in comparison with 2000 

and most dropped 
substantially. For 
example, murder arrests 
decreased by 86.9 percent 
(106 arrests), robbery 
arrests decreased by 70.6 
percent (442 arrests), 
burglary arrests dropped 
by 45.6 percent (1,147 
arrests), auto theft arrests 
decreased by 45.3 percent 
(624 arrests), larceny 
arrests decreased by 41.6 
percent (4,979 arrests), 
aggravated assaults 
arrests decreased by 34.3 
percent (443 arrests), and 
arson arrests dropped by 
9.8 percent (17 arrests). 
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Status offense3 arrests increased dramatically in 2001 after several years of noteworthy decreases. Arrests 
for status offenses increased by 68.4 percent (277 arrests) from 2000 to 2001. Even with this increase, 
status offense arrests declined by 3,947 arrests or 85.3 percent from 1991 to 2001. The 2000 to 2001 
increases in Michigan status offense arrests can primarily be attributed to a major increase in arrests for 
curfew violations in Ingham County. A total of 558 arrests or 81.8 percent of all 2001 status offense arrests 
in the State of Michigan were recorded in Ingham County. Most of these arrests are curfew violations. 
 
Juvenile arrests represented 8.5 percent of all reported arrests in Michigan in 2001. This is an increase 
from the juvenile proportion of all arrests in 2000 (7.7 percent of all 2000 Michigan arrests involved 
juveniles) but this is a substantial decrease from 1991 levels (9.3 percent of all persons arrested in that year 
were juveniles).  
 
The increase in reported Michigan juvenile arrests in 2001 may have resulted, in part, from an increase in 
the size of the juvenile 11-16 year old age group and higher levels of law enforcement reporting. The size 
of the 2001 11-16 year old age group is estimated to be approximately 1.9 percent larger than in 2000. The 
2001 11-16 age group is an estimated 11.9 percent larger than the 1991 11-16 age cohort. Growth in the 
2001 11-16 age group and higher levels of police crime reporting could be expected to be important factors 
in the increase in reported 2001 Michigan juvenile crime.   

 
Adult Arrests  
 
Total Michigan adult arrests decreased 5.8 percent or 20,376 arrests from 2000 to 2001.   Adult arrests in 
2001 were also well below the number recorded in 1991 (down 10.2 percent, a total of 37,771 fewer 
arrests).  
 
The number of adult arrests increased for only three index crimes from 2000 to 2001: larceny (up 8.8 
percent or 1,644 arrests), aggravated assault (up 1.8 percent or 210 arrests) and auto theft (up 1.2 percent 
or 23 arrests). In comparison with 2000, 2001 adult arrests also increased for total index offenses (up 2.0 
percent or 862 arrests). This increase resulted from a rise in the number of arrests for index crimes 
involving property. Arrests in 2001 for these crimes increased 5.1 percent (1,359 arrests) from 2000 levels. 
Adult arrests for index crimes against persons decreased by 2.9 percent (497 arrests) from 2000 to 2001. 
Adult arrests for part II offenses in 2001 dropped 6.8 percent or 21,238 arrests in comparison with 2000. 
Index crimes with the greatest 2001 proportional changes in adult arrests were: murder (decreased by 44.6 
percent or 599 arrests), arson (decreased by 9.7 percent or 49 arrests), larceny (increased by 8.8 percent or 
1,644 arrests); burglary (decreased 5.0 percent or 267 arrests), robbery (decreased 2.5 percent or 72 
arrests), rape (decreased 2.8 percent or 36 arrests), aggravated assaults (increased 1.8 percent or 210 
arrests), and auto theft (increased 1.2 percent or 23 arrests). The total number of adult arrests for all index 
crimes against persons decreased by 2.9 percent or 497 arrests.  
 
The drop in adult murder arrests from 2000 to 2001 accounted for most of the drop in total arrests for 
index crimes against persons. The magnitude of the recorded drop in murder arrests appears to be 
explained primarily by the 2000 to 2001 change in City of Detroit homicide arrests. Adult arrests for this 
crime dropped from 1,217 in 2000 to 646 in 2001. According to a source at the Michigan State Police, the 
Detroit Police Department (DPD) reduction in murder arrests occurred as a result of a change in the 

                                                           
3 In general, status offenses are crimes that can only be committed by juveniles. For example, runaway, violating curfew, 
and truancy are offenses that can only be committed by juveniles. Other examples of status offenses include minor in 
possession and incorrigibility. In this report, the total of reported runaway and curfew/loitering offenses and arrests are 
considered to be status offenses.  
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Michigan Offenders 
 Most persons arrested in Michigan are adult, male, 

and white. 
 The proportion of females arrested for serious index 

crimes against persons increased substantially from 
1991 to 2000 but declined somewhat in 2001. 

 The proportion of all 2001 Michigan arrests accounted 
for by juveniles was 8.5 percent. This is a 10.4 percent 
increase from 2000 but a 23.4 percent decrease in 
comparison with 1991. 

 Most persons arrested for serious index crimes against 
persons in 2001 were African American.  

 
  

procedure used by the DPD to investigate these crimes. It is noted that the Detroit homicide arrest reduction 
occurred although reported homicides in Detroit decreased negligibly (from 396 in 2000 to 395 in 2001).   
 
Total adult index property arrests increased from 2000 to 2001 (by 5.1 percent and a total of 1,359 arrests). The 
number of adult arrests for all other types of crime (part II crimes) decreased from 2000 to 2001 (by 6.8 
percent or 21,238 arrests).   The total number of Michigan adult arrests also decreased from 1991 to 2001 
(by 10.2 percent or 37,771 arrests), with major reductions in arrests for all offense types and categories 
included in this analysis from 1991 to 2001 except total part II crimes (arrests for this category of crimes  
decreased only 4.4 percent or 13,390 arrests). Proportional changes in adult arrests from 1991 to 2001 for 
all index crimes were also substantial. In comparison with 1991 
arrests, 2001 adult arrests dropped: 59.9 percent for murder (1,108 
fewer arrests), 42.5 percent for burglary (3,784 fewer arrests), 42.4 
percent for larceny (14,986 fewer arrests), 40.1 percent for robbery 
(1,854 fewer arrests), 39.0 percent for rape (805 fewer arrests), 
29.6 percent for auto thefts (795 fewer arrests), 11.6 percent for 
arson (50 fewer arrests) and 7.9 percent for aggravated assault (a 
reduction of 999 arrests). The total percentage change from 1991 to 
2001 in adult arrests for all index crimes against persons was –22.5 
percent (4,766 fewer arrests) and –41.4 percent (19,615 fewer 
arrests) for adult arrests for all index crimes involving property.  
Characteristics of Arrested Michigan Offenders 

Michigan 2001 arrest data indicates that most persons arrested in Michigan are adult (91.5 percent), male (78.8 
percent) and white (64.2 percent). In recent years there has been a trend for a larger proportion of persons arrested in 
Michigan to be female and adult. These trends did not hold for 2001 index offense arrests. Both the percentage of 
index arrests that involved juveniles and males increased slightly over 2000 levels.   The increased tendency for 
females to be arrested for index crimes against persons moderated somewhat in 2001; however, the proportion of 
arrests involving females in these serious crimes has increased to over 20 percent (20.5 percent) in 2001 in 

comparison with only 11.6 
percent in 1991. The number 
of female arrests for these 
crimes increased substantially 
from 1991 to 2001 (by 908 
arrests or 33.5 percent). From 
2000 to 2001, however, the 
number of females arrested for 
index crimes against persons 
declined by 119 arrests or 3.2 
percent. Most persons arrested 
in Michigan were white in 
2001; however, most persons 
arrested for serious index  
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Crime Reporting 
 The level of police arrest and crime reporting in 

2001 continued to improve from earlier levels.  
 Nearly 88 percent of all law enforcement 

agencies reported 100 percent of all months of 
activity in 2001 compared with 66 percent of 
all police agencies in 1996-1997. 

 Almost 90 percent of all months of activity 
were reported to the state police in 2001 – only 
75 percent was reported in 1997. 

 Less than 10 percent of all police agencies 
made no reports to the state police in 2001 in 
comparison with over 20 percent in 1997. 

 
crimes against persons were African-American. In 2001, African-Americans accounted for 59.5 percent of all 
persons arrested for murder, rape, robbery or aggravated assault. Although the percentage of all Michigan arrests for 
these crimes accounted for by African-Americans is disproportionately high based upon the percentage of African-
Americans in the general population4, the percentage of arrests associated with the most serious crimes  
accounted for African-Americans may be declining. In comparison with 2000, arrests for index crimes against 
persons involving African-Americans decreased by 8.1 percent or 925 crimes in 2001. In comparison with 1991 
levels, 2001 African-American arrests for these serious crimes dropped by 3,967 arrests or 27.4 percent.  The number 
of total arrests involving Asian/Pacific Islanders increased substantially (by 199.2 percent) from 1994 to 2001 at the 
same time that total arrests involving persons described as Hispanic dropped by 81.7 percent from 1994 to 2001. 
These trends should be monitored in the future.    
 
Law Enforcement Reporting  
As noted earlier, the conversion of the state crime reporting system to the FBI mandated incident-based reporting 
system began in 1994 and continued in 2001. Police agency crime reporting related to the transition to the new 
system is documented in the 1998, 1999, 2000 and 2001 Michigan State Police Uniform Crime Reports. Full 
implementation of the new reporting system has not yet been attained but the level of police crime reporting has 
continued to improve each year.  

Despite continuing improvements in law enforcement crime 
reporting, non-reporting remains an important factor to consider 
when reviewing 2001 crime data. For example, nearly 88 percent 
(87.8 percent) of all Michigan law enforcement agencies reported all 
months of activity in 2001 (this is down slightly from 2000 when 
89.2 percent of all Michigan police agencies reported all months of 
activity) and nearly 90 percent (89.9 percent) of all months of 
activity were reported by all Michigan law enforcement agencies to 
the state police. Some Michigan police agencies made no reports of 
their activity (9.2 percent of all law enforcement agencies did not 
file any reports during the year). The number of these agencies 
declined in 2001 (in 2000 11.0 percent of all Michigan police 
agencies did not report any activity). On balance, there has been a 

marked improvement in police reporting over the past few years and in 2001 that trend continued. 5 

                                                           
4 The U.S. Census Bureau, State and County Quick Facts website: 
(http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/26000.html) indicates that for 2000, the Michigan white population was 80.2 
percent of the Michigan population (whites, not of Hispanic descent comprise 78.6 percent), African-Americans 
comprised 14.2 percent, American Indian and Alaskan natives comprised .6 percent, persons of Asian descent 
comprised 1.8 percent, and persons of Hispanic descent comprised 3.3 percent of the Michigan population.    

5 For example, only 66 percent of Michigan police agencies reported all months of activity during the two year 1996-
1997 period and only 75 percent of all months of police activity were reported in 1997. In 1997, 21.2 percent of all 
Michigan police agencies did not file any crime or arrest reports. 
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The impact of the present level of law enforcement non-reporting is mitigated in part because, with few exceptions, 
most of the agencies that did not report crime in 2001 were among the smallest and least active Michigan police 
agencies. Nevertheless, the high level of police non-reporting limits the utility of year-to-year comparisons, 
especially comparisons between years before and during the transition to the new reporting system. Improved police 
crime reporting in 1998 may have produced the apparent increase in reported crime and adult arrests in 1998 in 
comparison with immediately preceding years. In the current analysis, the 2.6 percent increase in months of reported 
police activity from 2000 to 2001 may also account for some if not all of the .90 percent increase in reported crime 
from 2000 to 2001. On the other hand, the reduction in adult and total arrests from 2000 to 2001 is even more 
noteworthy given that these reductions occurred at the same time that the total number of reported months of police 
activity increased. 
 
The work of the Michigan State Police in continuing to move aggressively to implement the new reporting system is 
to be commended. It is hoped that local Michigan law enforcement agencies will continue to move expeditiously 
toward full implementation of the new system and achieve full reporting of all crime and arrest activity in the near 
future.
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Introduction  
The following analysis is intended to provide a basic description of Michigan crime and arrest trends. It is 
hoped that this information will promote sound public juvenile justice and general crime policy 
development. The analysis may also assist policy makers to determine the effectiveness of policy changes 
by providing a baseline that can used to monitor future changes in crime policy.  
 
This analysis primarily focuses on 2001 juvenile crime as measured by arrests reported in the Michigan 
Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) published by the Michigan State Police Crime Reporting Unit. Total 
reported crime, adult arrests and juvenile crime data from earlier periods are also presented to provide a 
context for current juvenile crime in Michigan and to provide a broader overview of crime in the state.  
 
Historical Perspective 
It is well known that reported crime does not represent all crime that actually occurs. Not all crime is 
reported to law enforcement officials. Witnesses and crime victims do not always report crime that they 
see or experience. The National Crime Victimization Survey (June 2001, NCJ 187007) suggests that most 
crimes are not reported and that the level of crime that was reported varied by offense category. This 
survey indicated, for example, that 48 percent of all violent victimizations and 36 percent of all property 
crimes were reported to the police during 2000. The 1996 International Crime Victimization Survey 
reported that 52 percent of all criminal incidents were reported to Canadian police authorities. The 
Canadian survey indicated that property crimes were more likely to be reported to police than violent 
crimes. Victims and witnesses may fail to report crime for several reasons. For example, citizens may not 
be aware that some activities that they see are crimes. Victims and witnesses may not have confidence in 
the police or the justice system or they may fear retribution or they may be too busy. Some crimes that are 
reported to local police may not be reported to the Michigan State Police. Some crimes may be ignored or 
de-emphasized by law enforcement officials as less important or trivial and therefore, may not result in 
arrests even when the crimes are reported to them. Police may not record these “warn and release” 
incidents. Other crimes are simply not detected. For these reasons and many others, the level of crime 
reported to law enforcement agencies and the state police is below the level of crime that actually occurs. 
Because of these factors, crime reports underestimate the "true" level of crime that is committed in a 
jurisdiction. This report only examines crimes that are reported to the Michigan State Police and does not 
systematically estimate unreported crime or the actual level of crime in Michigan. 
 
Implementation of a new federal crime reporting system in 1994 introduced an additional factor that may 
cause the official Michigan count of crime to be underestimated.  The new system requires additional 
agencies to report law enforcement activity and uses a different crime reporting approach (reports are 
made on the basis of individual crime incidents instead of monthly crime report summaries). These factors 
may create artificial differences in the current Michigan crime reports in comparison with reports from 
earlier periods.  
 
Despite these reporting issues, comparisons of recent crime report data with earlier time periods are 
included in this report. These comparisons are included for several reasons. First, the previous levels of 
crime provide a reference point for crime reported at later time periods. For example, if total 2001 arrests 
for a category of crime, such as all index crimes drop in comparison the levels reported for 1991, although 
there are more agencies required to report crime and/or there are higher levels of police reporting in 2001 
in comparison with 1991, unless there is reason to believe that fewer crimes are resulting in arrest, then 
there is reason to believe that the volume of that particular type of crime probably did actually decrease 
since 1991. 
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Second, the distribution of crime and arrests by offense type and offender characteristics between earlier 
and later years may be of interest to the reader. This use of the year-to-year data presents an opportunity to 
compare the proportional changes in crime or the characteristics of arrested persons for the two years in 
question. For example, if about 9 percent of all individuals arrested in Michigan in 1991 were juveniles 
(9.3 percent of all persons arrested in 1991 were juveniles), but in 2001 the juvenile percentage of all 
persons arrested in Michigan dropped below that level (8.5 percent of all reported arrests in 2001 involved 
juveniles), this decrease would support the position that an upward shift in the age of the average Michigan 
offender had occurred. This shift in offender age could have occurred for many competing reasons 
however (for example, there are fewer juveniles engaged in criminal activity, there are fewer juveniles in 
the population compared with earlier periods, and/or more jurisdictions in which juveniles are a 
proportionally larger share of all persons arrested are not reporting as completely as in the past, etc.). On 
the basis of the above comparison, it appears that it is likely that a shift in the average age of people 
arrested in Michigan has occurred.  
 
Finally, comparisons with earlier years provide an opportunity to roughly estimate the level of non-
reporting of crime in comparison with earlier periods of time. For example, if arrests for a particular 
offense have been gradually and consistently changing over time and the magnitude of the trend changed 
at the same time that the new reporting system implementation began, this would provide a means of 
estimating the magnitude of the underreporting. This type of time series trend analysis is beyond the scope 
of this report. Appendix A contains tables that present reported crime and arrest data for all years from 
1991 to 20016,7. 
 
In order to have a historical baseline that is not too remote in time, 1991 crime data is used for most tables 
to give a 10-year point of comparison for 2001. The further back the point of comparison, the more likely 
it is that the comparison period may contain changes in law or changes in crime enforcement policies and 
practices that would confound comparisons with current crime and arrest statistics. A few special tables 
and a graph are also included in Appendix A to provide crime data from 1972 to 2001 for persons 
interested in crime data from earlier time periods.  
 
As suggested by the preceding comments, caution must be used when interpreting comparisons between 
these earlier periods and 2001 periods. Even the 1991 – 2001 comparisons should be made carefully with 
an understanding that there are many differences between these years in reporting practices and in other 
variables that may affect crime. 
 
Reported Crime: 1991-2001 
The level of crime reported to state law enforcement agencies provides one important indication of "crime" 
in Michigan. Table 1 presents reported Michigan crime over the 1991-2001 period8. 
                                                           
6The 1995 arrest totals by the age and sex of offender data used in this report were calculated by adding data included 
in “Report: 8000119-age sex” from the Michigan Incident Crime Reporting System and “Report 25004-02” for 1995 from 
the Michigan State Police. The published Michigan State Police Crime In Michigan Uniform Crime Report for 1995 did 
not provide total arrests by age and sex and included 1995 data, which was submitted over an extended period of time 
after the referenced reports were released. Therefore, the 1995 age and sex totals presented in this report, may not equal 
the number of total arrests in the published UCR for 1995. Total reported offenses and all tables in this report other 
than those containing age and sex information use the published 1995 UCR arrest totals in order to use the most up to 
date and accurate data. This data is presented in Table 2a in Appendix A.  

 

8 As noted above, a comparison of Michigan reported crime over the 1972 to 2001 period is included in Appendix A in 
Table 1a.  
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As can be seen from this table, the total number of reported crimes in Michigan 
increased slightly from 2000 to 2001 (up .9 percent) but the 2001 total of 1,096,979 
reported crimes is a significant decrease from 1991 levels (a drop of 195,331 reported 
crimes or 15.1 percent). A total of 1,292,310 crimes were reported to the Michigan State 
Police in 1991.  

The index offense category with the largest proportional change from 2000 to 2001 was rape with a year-to-
year 7.3 percent increase (an additional 365 reports). The next greatest proportional change was for arson, 
which decreased 6.1 percent or 279 arrests. Burglary reports increased by 4.7 percent and 3,172 reported 
crimes and robbery reports decreased by 4.6 percent (616 reports). Reported aggravated assaults increased 
by 3.3 percent (1,147 reports) from 2000 to 2001 and auto thefts decreased by 2.9 percent or 1,579 reports. 
Reports for all other index crime categories (murder and larceny) and reports for all part II crimes changed 
by less than 2 percent from 2000 to 2001. 
 
Table 1 also compares crimes reported in 2001 with 1991. Each crime and crime category reported in 2001 
declined in comparison with 1991. Changes for most of the 1991 to 2001 reported offense comparisons were 
quite noteworthy. The largest decrease occurred for robbery (down 43.3 percent or 9,776 crime reports), 
followed by burglary (down 35.0 percent or 38,314 crime reports), murder (down 34.1 percent or 342 crime 
reports), larceny (down 29.7 percent or 94,184 crime reports), rape (down 26.4 percent or 1,912 crime 
reports), aggravated assaults, (down 16.7 percent or 7,230 crime reports), and auto theft (down 16.5 percent 
or 10.326 crime reports). Reported 2001 arsons (down 10.1 percent or 477 crimes) and total part II offenses 
(down 4.5 percent and 31,770 crime reports) were only slightly below 1991 levels. Crime reports for all 
index crimes dropped by over one quarter (162,561 arrests or 28.6 percent) from 1991 to 2001. The number 
of reported index crimes against persons for 2001 was down 26.0 percent (19,260 crimes) from 1991 levels. 
Reports for index crimes involving property decreased by somewhat more than that level (29.0 percent or 
143,301 crimes). Adjusted for population growth, reported crime dropped even more substantially from 
1991 to 2001. Total per capita crime reported to police decreased by 20.2 percent from 1991 to 2001. 
Reported per capita index crime dropped 32.9 percent, index crimes against persons decreased by 30.4 
percent and reported index crime involving property dropped by 33.2 percent9.   

                                                           
9 The 1991 Michigan population was 9,295,287, the 2000 population was 9,938,444 and the estimated 2001 population 
was 9,990,817 according to the Michigan Senate 
(http://www.senate.michigan.gov/sfa/Economics/MichiganPopulationByCounty.PDF) 
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Table 1 

Total Michigan Reported Crime, 1991-2001 

Offense Categories     1991 % 2000 % 2001 %

2000-01
%

Change

1991-01
%

Change

Index Offenses

Murder 1,003 0.1% 669 0.1% 661 0.1% -1.2% -34.1%

Rape 7,248 0.6% 4,971 0.5% 5,336 0.5% 7.3% -26.4%

Robbery 22,574 1.7% 13,414 1.2% 12,798 1.2% -4.6% -43.3%

Aggravated Assault 43,378 3.4% 35,001 3.2% 36,148 3.3% 3.3% -16.7%

Person Index Subtotal 74,203 5.7% 54,055 5.0% 54,943 5.0% 1.6% -26.0%

Burglary 109,368 8.5% 67,882 6.2% 71,054 6.5% 4.7% -35.0%

Larceny 317,248 24.5% 221,031 20.3% 223,064 20.3% 0.9% -29.7%

Auto Theft 62,636 4.8% 53,889 5.0% 52,310 4.8% -2.9% -16.5%

Arson 4,739 0.4% 4,541 0.4% 4,262 0.4% -6.1% -10.1%

Property Index Subtotal 493,991 38.2% 347,343 32.0% 350,690 32.0% 1.0% -29.0%

Part I (Total Index) 568,194 44.0% 401,398 36.9% 405,633 37.0% 1.1% -28.6%

Part II Total 724,116 56.0% 685,572 63.1% 691,346 63.0% 0.8% -4.5%

Total Offenses 1,292,310 100.0% 1,086,970 100.0% 1,096,979 100.0% 0.9% -15.1%

Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports,  1991-01

Part II Total includes all crimes other than FBI index crimes (for example negligent manslaughter, assault, stolen
property, vandalism, prostitution, sex offenses other than rape, narcotics, gambling, family/child, and disorderly
conduct).  
 
Table 1 presents in a single snapshot the recent picture of reported crime in Michigan. In general, Michigan 
reported crime over the 1997 to 2001 period has trended upward (see Table 1a in Appendix A); however, 
reported crime in Michigan in 2001 is substantially below the levels of 10 years ago and earlier. This is 
suggested by the level of reported crime in 1991 and by the fact that although reported crime increased in 
2001 from 2000, the total number of reported crimes in 2001 was the 8th lowest annual total recorded in 
Michigan in the past 29 years. 10 
Looking at reports for specific index crimes suggests the general trend of reduced reported crime in 
Michigan.  

• Reported 2001 murders and robberies are the lowest numbers of these offenses reported 
over the 1972 to 2001 period.  

• The number of reported 2001 larcenies is the 2nd lowest number reported over the 1972 to 
2001 period (the lowest number was recorded in 2000).  

• The number of burglaries and arsons are the 4th lowest numbers reported since 1972.  
• The number of auto thefts is the 5th lowest total reported from 1972 to 2001 and the lowest 

number of these crimes recorded since 1978.  
• The total number of reported 2001 index crimes against persons is the 8th lowest total since 

1972.  

                                                           
10 For 1972 to 2001 crime see Table 1a in Appendix A). 
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• The total number of reported 2001 index crimes involving property is the 2nd lowest number 

reported since 1972 (2001 was the lowest total of these crimes since 1972).  
 
• The total number of reported 2001 index crimes is the 2nd lowest number recorded since 

1972 (the 2000 total is the lowest recorded). 
 

Table 1 also highlights the large volume of crime that is reported to police in Michigan.  
Approximately one crime was reported for every 9.14 Michigan citizens in 2000. This compares with one 
crime for every 9.11 Michigan citizens in 2001. Using U.S. Census population estimates for Michigan, the 
1991 population per arrest ratio was 7.27 citizens per reported crime.11  
 
The slight increase in reported 2001 crime may be explained in part by at least three factors. First, law 
enforcement reporting to the Michigan State Police is higher in 2001 than 2000 and earlier years. Second, 
the population of the State of Michigan has grown substantially. Finally, 2001 was a year of sub par 
economic activity in Michigan.  
 
Appendix D contains information on the recent levels of law enforcement crime reporting to the Michigan 
State Police. The analysis of police reporting included in Table D-1 indicates that there were an additional 7 
police agencies operating in Michigan in 2001 than in 2000. Furthermore, there were an additional 281 
months of law enforcement activity reported in 2001 compared to 2000. These months represents a 3.8 
percent increase in reported months. This higher level of police reporting is consistent with recent trends 
toward more complete law enforcement reporting. Altogether an estimated 89.9 percent of all law 
enforcement months of activity were reported in 2001 (see Table D-1). This is a noteworthy improvement 
over 1996 and 1997 levels, and continues the gradual trend evident since 1998. This statistics also highlights 
the fact that many months of law enforcement arrest activity and reported offense data were not reported to 
the Michigan State Police in 2001. A total of 859 months of law enforcement activity were not reported to 
the state police in 2001. A more complete discussion of law enforcement reporting is included in Appendix 
D.  
 
The slight decrease in reported crime occurred despite that fact that the Michigan population has grown 
substantially in recent years. The estimated population of the State of Michigan grew to approximately 10 
million in 2001. This is a .5 percent increase over the estimate for 2000 and 6.3 percent larger than the 1991 
population. As noted above, adjusted for population, total Michigan reported per capita crime decreased by 
20.2 percent. 
 
In summary, the level of reported crime in Michigan increased by .9 percent from 2000 to 2001. The number 
of months of Michigan law enforcement activity reported to the state police also increased during this period 
and so did the size of the state population. These two factors may account for some or all of the increase in 
reported crime.  

                                                           
11 The U. S. Census Bureau estimated the Michigan population to be 9,395,022 in 1991; 9,938,444 for 2000; and 
9,990,817 for 2001.  
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Juvenile Arrests in 2000 and 2001  
From the Michigan State Police Uniform Crime Reports for 2000 and 2001, total crime committed by 
juveniles as measured by arrests increased by 5.5 percent from 2000 to 2001. Table 2 presents more detail 
on the change in juvenile arrests.  
 
The largest changes in juvenile arrests from 2000 to 2001 occurred for status offenses. These offenses are 
misbehaviors that are unique to juveniles such as: runway, curfew violations, truancy, and incorrigible. 
Arrests for these types of offenses increased by 68.4 percent from 2000 to 2001.  
 
Michigan juvenile arrests in 2001 increased across the board from 2000 levels. Index crimes with the 
greatest increases from 2000 to 2001 were larceny (350 arrests), burglary (111 arrests), auto theft (53 
arrests), rape (52 arrests), aggravated assault (38 arrests), and arson (23 arrests). There were a few 
additional 2001 juvenile arrests for robbery (9 arrests) and murder (2 arrests) above 2000 levels.  
 
Michigan juvenile index crimes with the greatest 2000 to 2001 proportional changes were rape (39.1 
percent increase), arson (17.3 percent increase), murder (14.3 percent increase), burglary (8.8 percent 
increase), auto theft (7.6 percent increase), larceny (5.3 percent increase), robbery (5.1 percent increase), 
and aggravated assault (4.2 percent increase). Juvenile arrests for all part II crimes also increased from 
2000 to 2001. Juvenile arrests for these offenses increased by a total of 693 arrests or 3.6 percent. 
 
Juvenile arrests for all index crimes in 2001 increased by a total of 634 arrests or 6.4 percent in comparison 
with 2000 levels. Michigan 2001 juvenile index property crimes increased by 537 arrests or 6.1 percent 
from 2000. Juvenile arrests for index crimes against persons, increased by 97 arrests (an 8.5 percent 
increase) in 2001. These changes are presented in Table 2. Changes in the number of juvenile index crime 
arrests over the 2000 to 2001 period are presented and ranked in Table 3. 
 
As noted above, the status offense crime category had the largest change in arrests from 2000 to 2001. 
Other than increases in status offense arrests in 1993 and 1994, and now 2001, arrests for these offenses 
have declined steadily over the 1991-2001 period (see Appendix A, Table 2a). The major increase in 2001 
juvenile arrests for status offenses was approximately equal to the 68.9 percent decrease in arrests for these 
offenses that was recorded from 1999 to 2000. Table 28 presents the change in status offense arrests by 
county from 1997 to 2001. From this table it can be seen that arrests for these offenses increased from 
2000 to 2001 in only one county, Ingham County. Ingham County status offense arrests increased by 352 
arrests or 170.9 percent from 2000 to 200112. 
 
Analysis of reported status offense arrests by county reveals that in 1997, a total of 74 (89.2 percent) of all 
counties reported arrests for status offenses. In 2001 and 2000, only 10 or 12.0 percent of all Michigan 
counties reported any status offense arrests.  Of the 10 counties with 2001 status offense arrests, Ingham 
County accounted for 81.8 percent of all arrests. Ingham, Genesee, Muskegon and Saginaw Counties’ 
status offense arrests represent 94.4 percent of all of the Michigan 2001 arrests for these offenses. It is not 
clear why Ingham County has increased its use of formal arrest to deal with these matters.  

                                                           
12 Ingham County status offenses increased primarily as a result of an increase in curfew arrests. Runaway arrests also 
increased from no arrests in 2000 to three arrests in 2001.  



OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three-Year Plan 
Attachment 2:  Program Narrative 

 

58 

Total 2001 status offense arrests are divided between 605 curfew/loitering (88.7 percent) and 77 arrests for 
runaway (11.3 percent). Seven of the 10 counties record both types of arrests (see Table 28). 
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Table 2 
Michigan Juvenile Arrest by Type of Crime 

OFFENSE 1991 % 2000 % 2001 %

2000-01 
% 

Change

1991-01 
% 

Change

Index Offenses
Murder 122 0.3% 14              0.0% 16              0.1% 14.3% -86.9%
Rape 214 0.6% 133            0.5% 185            0.6% 39.1% -13.6%
Robbery 626 1.7% 175            0.6% 184            0.6% 5.1% -70.6%
Aggravated Assault 1,293 3.4% 816            2.8% 850            2.7% 4.2% -34.3%

Person Index Subtotal 2,255 6.0% 1,138 3.9% 1,235 4.0% 8.5% -45.2%
Burglary 2,517 6.6% 1,259         4.3% 1,370         4.4% 8.8% -45.6%
Larceny 11,975 31.6% 6,646         22.6% 6,996         22.6% 5.3% -41.6%
Auto Theft 1,378 3.6% 701            2.4% 754            2.4% 7.6% -45.3%
Arson 173 0.5% 133            0.5% 156            0.5% 17.3% -9.8%

Property Index Subtotal 16,043 42.3% 8,739 29.8% 9,276 30.0% 6.1% -42.2%
Part I (Total Index) 18,298 48.3% 9,877 33.6% 10,511 33.9% 6.4% -42.6%
Part II Total 14,955 39.5% 19,085      65.0% 19,778      63.9% 3.6% 32.3%
Status Offenses 4,629 12.2% 405            1.4% 682            2.2% 68.4% -85.3%
Total Arrests 37,882 100.0% 29,367      100.0% 30,971      100.0% 5.5% -18.2%
Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports 1991-01.
Notes:

2. Status offenses are crimes associated w ith juveniles.  Arrests for runaw ay and curfew /loitering are included in this category.

1. Part II Total includes all crimes other than FBI index crimes other than status offenses. Examples include negligent manslaughter, 
embezzlement, stolen property, vandalism, prostitution, sex offenses (not rape), narcotics, gambling, and liquor. 

 
 
Juvenile Arrests in 1991 and 2001  
In comparison with 1991 levels, total 2001 juvenile arrests dropped 18.2 percent. This decline would have 
been substantially greater if juvenile arrest for part II offenses hadn’t increased in 2001 in comparison with 
1991.  Juvenile arrests for part II crimes increased from 1991 to 2001 by a total of 4,823 arrests or 32.3 
percent. Juvenile arrests for all other offense categories dropped by 51.2 percent from 1991 to 2001. Index 
crimes involving property and index crimes against persons dropped by 42.2 percent and 45.2 percent 
respectively from 1991 to 2001. The largest 1991 to 2001 proportional reductions in juvenile arrests 
occurred among index crimes against persons. Reductions in crimes against persons include a drop of 86.9 
percent in murder arrests (from 122 to 16 arrests) and a 70.6 percent drop in juvenile arrests for robbery 
(from 626 to 184 arrests). Decreases from 1991 to 2001 in juvenile arrests for other index crimes against 
persons were also substantial. There was a 34.3 percent decrease in arrests for aggravated assault (from 
1,293 arrests to 850 arrests) and a 13.6 percent drop in arrests for rape (214 arrests to 185 arrests). Juvenile 
arrests for index crimes involving property crimes included major decreases in: burglary (dropped 45.6 
percent or 1,147 arrests); a 45.3 percent reduction in auto theft (624 fewer arrests); and a 41.6 percent 
decrease in arrests for larceny (down 4,979 arrests). There was also a 9.8 percent drop in juvenile arrests 
for arson (17 fewer arrests) from 1991 to 2001. Various aspects of these changes are discussed throughout 
this report. 
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Table 4 presents and ranks changes in juvenile arrests for index crimes from 1991 to 2001. 

 
Table 3 

Michigan Juvenile Index Arrests Ranked by Change in Number of Arrests 
2000–2001 

OFFENSE 2000 2001 Change
1 Murder 14 16 2
2 Robbery 175 184 9
3 Arson 133 156 23
4 Aggravated Assault 816 850 34
5 Rape 133 185 52
6 Auto Theft 701 754 53
7 Burglary 1,259 1,370 111
8 Larceny 6,646 6,996 350

Source : Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports, 2000-2001  
 

Table 4 
Michigan Juvenile Index Arrests Ranked by Change in Number of Arrests 

1991-2001 
OFFENSE 1991 2001 Change

1 Larceny 11,975 6,996 (4,979)
2 Burglary 2,517 1,370 (1,147)
3 Auto Theft 1,378 754 (624)
4 Aggravated Assault 1,293 850 (443)
5 Robbery 626 184 (442)
6 Murder 122 16 (106)
7 Rape 214 185 (29)
8 Arson 173 156 (17)

Source : Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports, 1991-2001  
 
 

Juvenile Arrests For Type I Felonies 
Changes in juvenile arrests over the 1991 to 2001 time period for type I felony offenses13 are included in Table 
5. Juvenile arrests associated with these serious crimes increased substantially from 2000 to 2001 (up 12.8 
percent); however, there was a major reduction from 1991 to 2001 (decreased by 37.1 percent).   
 
Among all type I felony offenses, juveniles were more likely to have been arrested for aggravated assault than 
any other type I felony during the 1991 to 2001 period. Arrests for aggravated assault accounted for almost 
half (47.9 percent) of all juvenile type I felony arrests in 2001. 
 

                                                           
13 Type I felony offenses include murder, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, sex offenses (other than rape and 
prostitution)), and arson. A conviction for these serious crimes usually results in secure placements pursuant to the 
Michigan Type I felony policy. 
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Table 5 

Total Michigan Juvenile Arrests for Type I Felonies 

Type I Felonies 1991 2000 2001
2000-01 

% Change
1991-01 

% Change
Murder 122 14 16 14.3% -86.9%
Rape 214 133 185 39.1% -13.6%
Robbery 626 175 184 5.1% -70.6%
Aggravated Assault 1,293 816 850 4.2% -34.3%
Sex Offenses (Not rape/prost.) 393 303 384 26.7% -2.3%
Arson 173 133 156 17.3% -9.8%
    Total Type I Felonies 2,821 1,574 1,775 12.8% -37.1%

Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports 1991-01.  
 
 

Juvenile Arrests Adjusted For Population 
Table 6 adjusts reported juvenile arrests for the estimated number of Michigan 
juveniles between the ages of 11 and 16. This age group is used because very few 
children are arrested below the age of 11 (see Appendix G). The data included in this 
table are rates expressed in arrests per thousand Michigan 11-16 year olds. From this 
table it can be seen that with the exception of the substantial increase in part II arrests 
from 1991 to 2001, Michigan juvenile arrest rates declined from 1991 to 2001. The 
table uses the 2000 11-16 population for the 2001 population adjustment. The 2000 
population is used because the 2001 population estimate was not available from the 
U.S. Census Bureau. It is estimated however, the 2001 11-16 age group is 1.9 percent 
larger than in 2000. This adjustment would have reduced the per capita 2001 juvenile 
arrests from the levels indicated in Table 6. Adjusted for population, juvenile arrest 
rates for part II crimes decreased from a 32.3 percent increase in these arrests from 
1991 to 2001 (from Table 2) to a 19.2 percent increase in Table 6. All per capita 
changes comparing 1991 to 2001 increased the magnitude of the reductions 
substantially. No change between the 2000 and 2001 is presented in Table 6 because 
the same population base was used for both of these years.14    
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

                                                           
14 The 1991 11-16 year old age population is estimated to be 797,824 and the 2000 population was 876,431. It is 
estimated the 2001 population will be 1.9 percent larger than 2000. The 2000 population is used for both 2000 and 
2001.   
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Table 6 

Michigan Juvenile Arrests By Rate and Category of Crime 

   Juvenile Arrest Rate for: 1991 2000 2001
2000-2001 
% Change

1991-2001 
% Change

Type I Felonies 3.54 1.80 2.02 12.8% -42.7%

Person Index Crimes 2.83 1.30 1.40 7.6% -50.6%

Property Index Crimes 20.11 9.97 10.49 5.2% -47.8%

Total Index Offenses 22.93 11.27 11.88 5.5% -48.2%

Total Part II Crimes 18.74 21.77 22.36 2.7% 19.3%

Status Offenses 5.80 0.46 0.77 66.9% -86.7%
All Offense Categories 47.48 33.50 35.01 4.5% -26.3%
Arrest data in this table is from Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports.
2000 population data w ere used for 2001.  

Table 7 
Comparison of Michigan Juvenile Arrest Change by Type of Crime,  

With and Without Population Adjustment, 1991-2001 

Change in Juvenile
         Arrest Rate for: Adjusted

Type I Felonies - -

Person Index Crimes - -

Property Index Crimes - -

Total Index Offenses - -

Total Part II Crimes 32.3 19.3

Status Offenses - -

All Offense Categories - -
Source of arrest data Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime

Reports and Table 6.
2000 population data were used for 2001.

1991-2001
% Change

 
 

 
 
Adult Crime 
To provide a basis for comparison for Michigan juvenile crime, adult arrests were also examined for the 
1991 to 2001 time period. Table 8 provides information on Michigan adult arrests over this period. Total 
adult arrests decreased from 2000 to 2001 (by 5.8 percent) and from 1991 to 2001 (by 10.2 percent). 
Decreases in adult arrests were recorded between 2000 and 2001 for all but three index crimes. Increases in 
adult arrests were recorded for larceny (up 8.8 percent and 1,644 arrests), aggravated assault (up 1.8 
percent and 210 arrests) and auto theft (by 1.2 percent and 23 arrests). Adult arrests for all other crime 
categories dropped from 2000 to 2001.  
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Crimes with the greatest proportional changes in adult arrests from 2000 to 2001 included: murder (44.6 
percent decrease and 599 fewer arrests)15; larceny (8.8 percent increase and 1,644 additional arrests), arson 
(9.7 percent decrease and 41 fewer arrests); burglary (5.0 percent decrease and 267 fewer arrests); rape 
(2.8 percent decrease and 36 fewer arrests); robbery (2.5 percent decrease and 72 fewer arrests); 
aggravated assault (1.8 percent increase and 210 additional arrests); and auto theft (1.2 percent increase 
and 23 additional arrests).   
 
Adult arrests for all index crimes against persons decreased by 2.9 percent from 2000 to 2001 (a total of 
497 arrests). However, adult index arrests involving property increased overall (by 5.1 percent and 1,359 
arrests).  Adult arrests for all index crimes increased marginally from 2000 to 2001 (by 2.0 percent and 862 
arrests).  
 
Adult arrests for part II crimes in 2001 decreased (by 6.8 percent and 21,238 arrests) from 2000 levels.  
The drop in adult arrests for the more numerous part II crimes produced the overall drop in adult arrests in 
2001 in comparison with 2000. It should be noted that the 2000 to 2001 reduction occurred during a period 
that estimated months of law enforcement crime and arrest reporting increased by 281 months or 3.8 
percent from 2000 to 2001. 
 

Adult Arrests Over the 1991 to 2001 Period 
Crimes with the greatest proportional changes from 1991 to 2001 included murder (59.9 percent decrease 
and 1,108 fewer arrests); burglary (42.5 percent decrease and 3,784 fewer arrests); larceny (42.4 percent 
decrease and 14,986 fewer arrests); robbery (40.1 percent decrease and 1,854 fewer arrests); rape (39.0 
percent decrease and 805 fewer arrests); auto theft (29.6 percent decrease and 795 fewer arrests); arson 
(11.6 percent decrease and 50 fewer arrests); and aggravated assault (7.9 percent decrease and 999 fewer 
arrests).  The major drop in index crime arrests was mitigated by the slight reduction in arrests in the more 
numerous part II crime category. Adult part II arrests decreased by only 4.4 percent (13,390 arrests) over 
the decade. As noted above, total adult arrests dropped 10.2 percent (37,771arrests) from 1991 to 2001.   

                                                           
15 Murder arrests reported to the Michigan State Police by the Detroit City Police Department (DPD) dropped from 1,152 
in 1999 and 1,217 arrests in 2000 to 395 in 2001. The decrease in 2001 DPD murder arrests resulted from a change in 
the procedure used to investigate and report murders by the DPD. Reported Detroit murder arrests accounted for 90.7 
percent of all Michigan murder arrests in 2000 and only 53.2 percent of arrests for these crimes in 2001. DPD reported 
all months in 2000 and 2001. 
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Table 8 

Michigan Adult Arrests by Type of Crime 

OFFENSE 1991 2000 2001
2000-01 % 

Change
1991-01 % 

Change
Index Offenses

Murder 1,851 1,342 743 -44.6% -59.9%
Rape 2,064 1,295 1,259 -2.8% -39.0%
Robbery 4,622 2,840 2,768 -2.5% -40.1%
Aggravated Assault 12,638 11,429 11,639 1.8% -7.9%

   Person Index Subtotal 21,175 16,906 16,409 -2.9% -22.5%
Burglary 8,896 5,379 5,112 -5.0% -42.5%
Larceny 35,349 18,719 20,363 8.8% -42.4%
Auto Theft 2,689 1,871 1,894 1.2% -29.6%
Arson 430 421 380 -9.7% -11.6%

   Property Index Subtotal 47,364 26,390 27,749 5.1% -41.4%
Part I (Total Index) 68,539 43,296 44,158 2.0% -35.6%
Part II Total 302,533 310,381 289,143 -6.8% -4.4%
Total Arrests 371,072 353,677 333,301 -5.8% -10.2%
Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports 1991-01.
Notes:

Part II Total includes all crimes other than FBI index crimes. Examples of these crimes include negligent 
manslaughter, assault, forgery, fraud,  embezzlement, sto len property, vandalism, prostitution, sex offenses (not 
rape), narcotics, gambling, family/child, lnd disorderly conduct.  

 
This major reduction occurred at the same time the Michigan adult population increased substantially.   
 
Adult Crime and Juvenile Crime 
As the previous sections suggest, the probability of arrests and the type of crime charged at arrest varies 
somewhat by the age of the person arrested. Appendix F provides a description of 2001 Michigan arrests 
by major crime category and by discrete age cohort. This appendix suggests that very few arrests involve 
the very young and the older segments of the state population (.1 percent of all 2001 arrests involve 
children 10 years of age or younger and 1.1 percent of all arrests involve persons older than 60).  These 
data also suggest that the age group with the highest number of arrests is the 19 year old group (20,445 
arrests were recorded by this age cohort or 5.6 percent of all 2001 arrests). The next highest number of 
2001 arrests were recorded by the 18 years olds (this group accounted for 20,377 arrests or 5.6 percent of 
all 2001 arrests), followed by 20 year olds (representing 19,556 arrests or 5.4 percent of all 2001 arrests), 
17 years olds (accounting for 16,369 arrests or 4.5 percent of all 2001 arrests) and 21 year olds 
(responsible for 16,395 arrests or 4.5 percent of all 2001 arrests). The total number of arrests recorded by 
the 5 most criminally active adult age cohorts (93,142 arrests) is equal to over three times the total of all 
juvenile arrests. The table indicates that the number of arrests by age group peaks with 19 year olds, the 
average annual number of arrests begins to gradually decline after that, averaging 14,901 arrests per year 
for the 20 through 24 year olds, 9,400.6 arrests per year for 25-29 year olds, and 8,309 arrests per year for 
30-34 year olds.   
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Tables 5 and 9 compare type I felony arrests for juveniles and adults, respectively for the 1991-2001 and 
2000-2001 time periods. These tables are provided to enable a direct comparison of arrests between adults 
and juveniles for this group of very serious crimes.  
 
From 2000 to 2001, adult arrests for type I felonies decreased by 1.9 percent while juvenile arrests for 
these crimes increased by 12.8 percent. The 2001 juvenile arrest increase is the first increase since 1997. 
Adult arrests for these crimes dropped by 23.0 percent from 1991 to 2001, in comparison with a 37.1 
percent and 1,046 arrest decrease for these crimes among juveniles over this time period. 
 
Tables 5 and 9 also present an indication of the ratio of juveniles and adults arrests for these very serious 
crimes.  In 2000, the ratio of type I juvenile to adult arrests was 1 to 12. In 2001 the ratio of type I juvenile 
to adult arrests decrease was to 1:10.4. In 1991, the ratio of type I juvenile to adult arrests was 1 to 8.5.       
 
Although juvenile type I arrests increased, it is too early to conclude that this is the beginning of a trend. In 
fact, as the tables indicate, the 2001 arrest data for both groups remain far below the levels of 10 years ago. 
Nevertheless, the increase in juvenile arrests for these crimes coupled with the decrease in arrests among 
adults should be closely reviewed.    
 

 
Table 9 

Total Michigan Adult Arrests for Type I Felonies 

Type I Felonies 1991 2000 2001
2000-01 

% Change
1991-01 

% Change
Murder 1,851 1,342 743 -44.6% -59.9%
Rape 2,064 1,295 1,259 -2.8% -39.0%
Robbery 4,622 2,840 2,768 -2.5% -40.1%
Aggravated Assault 12,638 11,429 11,639 1.8% -7.9%
Sex Offenses (Not rape/prost.) 2,386 1,518 1,690 11.3% -29.2%
Arson 430 421 380 -9.7% -11.6%
    Total Type I Felonies 23,991 18,845 18,479 -1.9% -23.0%

Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports 1991-01.  
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Table 10 presents the juvenile percentages of all type I felony arrests for the 1991-2001 period. This table 
indicates that the juvenile proportion of all Michigan arrests for type I felony offenses decreased from 1991 
to 2001 (from 10.5 percent to 8.8 percent of all persons arrested), but increased from 7.7 to 8.8 percent 
from 2000 to 2001. 
 
Table 10 comparisons of the proportion of type I felony arrests accounted for by juveniles does not present 
a consistent picture. Juveniles account for a larger proportion of all type I felony arrests in 1991 in 
comparison with 2000; however, the juvenile arrest percent for these crimes is higher in 2001 than in 2000.  
 
The proportion of juvenile arrests for type I felonies varies widely for the crimes that are included in this 
category and from year to year. For example, juveniles account for a relatively large portion of all arson 
arrests; however, juvenile arrests account for fewer of the total arrests for this offense from 1991 (28.7 
percent) to 2000 (24.0 percent), but a higher percent in 2001 (29.1 percent).  This pattern also holds for 
aggravated assault although at a much lower level (juveniles accounted for only 9.3 percent of all arrests 
for these offenses in 1991, 6.7 percent in 2000 and 6.8 percent in 2001).  
 
Juvenile rape arrests present a very different pattern. Juvenile arrests for rape increased from 1991 to 
2001. Juveniles accounted for 9.4 percent of these arrests in 1991 (9.3 percent in 2000) and 11.4 percent in 
2001.  
 
Juveniles account for a smaller proportion of type I felony arrests in 2001 in comparison with 1991 for all 
but rape, sex offenses (other than rape and prostitution) and arson.  In comparison with 2000, juveniles 
account for a larger proportion of all six type I felonies in 2001.  For 2001, the proportion of type I felonies 
that involved juveniles was greater than 10 percent for sex offenses other than rape (18.5 percent), rape 
(11.4 percent) and arson (29.1 percent). The type I felony with the lowest juvenile percentage in 2001 was 
murder at 2.1 percent. Although a very small portion of all arrests for this offense, juvenile arrests for 
murder increased substantially in 2001 over 2000 levels (1.0 percent). This increase may reflect reporting 
and investigation procedure changes as noted in footnote 18.    
 

Table 10 
Juvenile Percent of Michigan Arrests for Type I Felonies 

Type I Felonies 1991 2000 2001

2000-01 
% 

Change

1991-01 
% 

Change
Murder 6.2% 1.0% 2.1% 104.2% -65.9%
Rape 9.4% 9.3% 12.8% 37.6% 36.4%
Robbery 11.9% 5.8% 6.2% 7.4% -47.7%
Aggravated Assault 9.3% 6.7% 6.8% 2.1% -26.7%
Sex Offenses (Not rape/prost.) 14.1% 16.6% 18.5% 11.3% 30.9%
Arson 28.7% 24.0% 29.1% 21.2% 1.4%
    Total Type I Felonies 10.5% 7.7% 8.8% 13.7% -16.7%

Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports 1991-01.  
 

Table 11 presents the proportion of all Michigan arrests accounted for by juveniles by various categories of 
crime for 1991, 2000 and 2001. The juvenile proportion of Michigan arrests decreased for all comparisons 
from 1991 to 2000, increased for all categories from 2000 to 2001 and decreased for all comparisons from 
1991 to 2001.  
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The 2001 juvenile proportion of all arrests for index crimes against persons (7.0 percent) increased by 11.0 
percent from the 2000 level (6.3 percent). This proportional increase is far greater than the .7 percent 2000 
to 2001 increase in the juvenile percentage of index crimes involving property arrests. Historically, 
juveniles account for a much higher proportion of index property offenses than they do for index crimes 
against persons. The increase in the juvenile percent of all index arrests was 3.5  
percent. The percent increase in the juvenile proportion of all 2001 arrests was 10.9 percent. This 
represents a major increase over 2000 levels. 
 
The reason or reasons that 2000 to 2001 arrests increased for juveniles and decreased for adults is not 
immediately clear. Juvenile arrests in 2000 were very low in comparison with historic and recent data. 
Juvenile arrests in 2001 may represent a return to a more typical juvenile – adult arrest ratio. The average 
juvenile percent of total Michigan arrests from 1991 to 2001 was 9.5 percent. The average juvenile 
proportion of all index arrests during this period was 21.6 percent; 9.4 percent for index person crimes; and 
27.3 percent for index property crime.  This comparison suggests that the 2001 juvenile proportion of all 
arrests is not out of line with and compares favorably with recent Michigan arrest data. 
 
In comparison with 1991, the juvenile proportion of 2001 arrests decreased for all comparisons as noted 
above. However, the magnitude of the reductions was not consistent across all categories. Major 1991-
2001 decreases were recorded for index person crimes (27.1 percent drop) and for total arrests (23.4 
percent). The juvenile decrease in the proportion of all index property offenses (1.0 percent) and for total 
index crimes (8.9 percent) were much more moderate.     
 

Table 11 
Juvenile Percent of All Michigan Arrests 

Category of Crime 1991 2000 2001
2000-01 

% Change
1991-01 

% Change
Juvenile % of All Index Person Arrests 9.6% 6.3% 7.0% 11.0% -27.1%
Juvenile % of All Index Property Arrests 25.3% 24.9% 25.1% 0.7% -1.0%
Juvenile % of Total Index Arrests 21.1% 18.6% 19.2% 3.5% -8.9%
Juvenile % of Total Arrests 9.3% 7.7% 8.5% 10.9% -8.6%
Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports, 1991-2001.  
 
 
Reported Arrests and Reported Crime 
Table 12 presents total Michigan reported arrests for 1991, 2000 and 2001. This table also includes the 
percentage of reported offenses that resulted in arrest for each crime category. The arrest percent was 
calculated by dividing the number of reported arrests by the number of reported offenses (see Table 1) for 
each crime. This table illustrates several important aspects of crime. This table provides a rough indication 
of Michigan law enforcement effectiveness by offense category. As the number of persons arrested for a 
given crime category goes up in relation to the number of reported crimes for that crime, police were more 
likely to have apprehended persons involved in those crimes. Table 12 suggests that the probability of 
arrest associated with the various crimes in the table differ.  
 
Table 12 also suggests that arrests are a better indication of the incidence of a particular crime for some 
offenses than they are for others. For example, the number of 2001 arrests involving robbery (2,952 
arrests) and auto theft (2,648 arrests) are approximately equal; however, the probability of arrest associated 
with robbery and auto theft are very different (23.1 percent for robbery versus 5.1 percent for auto theft). 
Because the characteristics of arrested persons are the primary basis used to determine the characteristics  
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of offenders, the differing probabilities of arrests associated with the various offenses can lead to a 
distortion of our picture of offenders in Michigan. If juveniles are more likely to be involved in stealing a 
car than in a robbery compared with adults, and if the arrest probability associated with auto theft is very 
much lower than the probability of arrest for a robbery,  the use of arrests as an indication of crime will 
probably under estimate the number of juveniles involved in auto thefts and robberies.16  
 
Another potential source of error associated with this table is that it presents only reported crimes.  As 
noted earlier, some crimes are more likely to be reported to police than other crimes. That is, if an 
equivalent number of two crimes are committed, but only half of one of the crimes is reported to law 
enforcement officials, it will appear that the more frequently reported crime occurs twice as often as the 
other crime.   
 
As has been noted in earlier Michigan Juvenile Crime analyses, the percentage indicated in Table 12 is not 
the equivalent of percent of crime “cleared by arrest.” 17 In addition, an offender may not be arrested for 
each of the various crimes that he has been charged with and a report regarding each of the charges may 
not be included in the Uniform Crime Report. For example, if a person is arrested and charged with several 
crimes that grew out of single incident, only the most serious crime would be reported to the state police.  
 
“Arrest” data is limited as an indication of crime and criminal justice activity for other reasons. For 
example, as indicated earlier, it is well known that many crimes do not result in arrests. What is not as well 
understood is that many arrests that are reported do not result in a trial or court disposition. Usually this is 
because the evidence linking the person arrested to the crime is believed to be insufficient to secure a 
conviction. Furthermore it should be remembered that adjudications do not always result in convictions. 
Also, even when a conviction is obtained, the sentence that results from the court proceeding may be for a 
lesser or even a different offense than the original crime charged at arrest and reported to the state police.  
 
Despite these problems, arrest information is an important indication of law enforcement efficiency and 
effectiveness. This is chiefly because more information is available on persons who are arrested than on 
persons who commit crimes but are never apprehended. In addition, more information is available on 
police activities associated with arrests than on investigations that do not result in arrests. In summary, 
although arrest data is an important indication of law enforcement and criminal justice system 
effectiveness, it is not totally reliable and should be used with caution.  
 
In 1991, the index crime category with the highest number of reported offenses was larceny with 317,248 
reported crimes (see Table 1). The largest number of 1991 arrests was also reported for larceny. There was 
a total of 47,324 larceny arrests in that year. These arrests were 14.9 percent of reported 1991 larceny 
offenses. In 2001, the total number of reported larcenies decreased by 29.7 percent to 223,064 reports 
(from Table 1), and the number of arrests associated with these reports also declined, to 27,359 arrests. 
Larceny arrests were 12.3 percent of the number of reported larcenies in 2001. In other words, a lower 
proportion of reported larcenies resulted in arrests in 2001 than in 1991.  
 
 

                                                           
16 Obviously, there are other variables associated with this issue. For example, one variable is the “skill level” of the 
criminal as it relates to the probability of arrest. Adults may be more skilled and experienced than juveniles and 
therefore less likely to be arrested.   

17 Offenses cleared by arrest refer to the number of reported crimes associated with an identified offender, when 
sufficient evidence to formally charge the suspect has been obtained, and the offender has been ordered to appear in 
court. 
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Table 12 comparisons between 1991 and 2001 indicate that the number of arrests declined for each offense 
category presented as noted earlier. The table also suggests that the percent of crime reports that resulted in 
arrests also declined for most individual crime categories. The only exception was an increase in the 
percent of aggravated assaults (7.6 percent increase) reports that resulted in arrests. Index crimes against 
persons (1.7 percent), part II crimes (1.9 percent) and total crimes (4.9 percent) also had higher 
percentages of arrests to reports in 2001 than in 1991.     
 
Offense categories presented in Table 12 with low 1991 arrest-report ratios were auto theft (6.5 percent) 
and burglary (10.4 percent). As has been noted in earlier analyses, based upon arrests, property offenses 
such as auto theft and burglary are the offenses most likely to be committed by juveniles (see Table 6). 
This suggests that using arrests as means of estimating the frequency that juveniles are involved in crime is 
likely to underestimate the actual juvenile involvement in criminal activity because arrests for reported 
arson and auto theft offenses are much less likely than for the average reported crime. There were arrests 
associated with 31.6 percent of all reported crimes in 1991 and 33.2 percent of all reported crimes in 2001. 
 
The changes in the 2000 to 2001 probabilities of arrest associated with reported offenses are mixed. The 
probability of arrest increased for robbery (up 2.6 percent), larceny (up 6.9 percent), auto theft (up 6.1 
percent) and arson (up 3.1 percent) between 2000 and 2001. The probability of arrest per report decreased 
for murder (down 43.3 percent), rape (down 5.8 percent), aggravated assault (down 1.2 percent), and 
burglary (down 6.7 percent) between 2000 and 2001. The major drop in the proportion of reported 
murders that resulted in arrests noted above is directly related to the change in the DPD investigative 
procedures associated with these offenses which is described in footnote 18. The major change in the 
methodology used in homicide investigations in the state’s largest city makes the comparison of homicide 
arrests in 2001 with earlier periods problematic.  Although the major change in arrests as a percent of all 
murder arrests probably can be largely explained by this change in DPD reporting, however, it is noted 
that the number of arrests for homicide in 2001 remains very high in comparison with the number of 
reports for this offense and is much higher than for any other offense presented in the table. Other than the 
change associated with murder, the 2000 to 2001 changes in arrests as a percent of reported crime are 
moderate. The overall probability of arrest for reported index property crimes increased from 10.1 to 10.6 
percent from 2000 to 2001. This rate is substantially below the arrest probability associated with these 
crimes in 1991 (there was a 12.8 percent probability of arrest associated with an index property arrest in 
1991). The number of index property arrests increased by 5.4 percent from 2000 to 2001 and the number 
of reported index property offenses increased by only 1.0 percent over this period (see Table 1); therefore, 
there was a somewhat higher probability of arrests per reported index property offense of 4.4 percent in 
2001 than in 2000.  
 
From this table it can be seen that the likelihood of arrest for different types of crimes varies widely. For 
example, in Table 12 the percent of arrests of reported offenses associated with all index crimes against 
person offenses in 2001 was 32.1 percent, in comparison with only 10.6 percent for all index offenses 
involving property. Therefore, the likelihood is over three times greater that an arrest will be recorded for a 
reported index person offenses than there is for a reported index offense involving property crime.  
 
From 2000 to 2001, the percentage of arrests per reported crime went down slightly (from 35.2 percent to 
33.2 percent). The 2001 arrest probability is higher than the 31.6 percent in 1991, because from 1991 to 
2001, total Michigan crime reports dropped (15.1 percent decrease, from Table 1) and the corresponding 
number of arrests decreased much less (only 10.9 percent). This combination resulted in a higher overall 
probability of arrest per reported crime in 2001 in than in 1991. This combination produced a 4.9 percent 
higher probability of arrest for all reported crimes in 2001 in comparison with 1991. 
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Arrests by Age, Gender and Race over the 1991 to 2001 Period 
Tables in Appendix B present Michigan arrests by offense for the 1991 to 2001 time period and by the 
juvenile/adult status, gender, and racial group of the persons arrested. The set of tables in this Appendix 
allows a comparison of one or more of these offender variables by offense category over time. Sometimes 
even major changes in arrest trends involving population subgroups are difficult to detect without this 
more detailed information.    
 
The utility of the information contained in Appendix B is demonstrated by recent shifts in arrests by age 
among whites and African-Americans for index crimes against persons from 1991 to 2001. If only the age 
or race of the person arrested is isolated as presented in Tables 11 and 19, the reduced likelihood of 
African-American juveniles to be arrested for serious index crimes against persons would not be detected. 
This shift is illustrated in the following paragraph. 
 
In Table 19, African-Americans accounted for 61.8 percent of all arrests for index crimes against persons 
in 1991 (36.4 percent involved whites). In Appendix B, Table B-1 presents 1991 arrest data. In 1991, 62.3 
percent of all adult arrests for index crimes against persons were African-Americans (36.0 percent of the 
arrests were whites) and 57.1 percent of all juvenile arrests for these offenses were recorded by African-
American juveniles (40.8 percent involved white juveniles). In 2000, the proportion of all arrests for these 
crimes recorded by African-Americans increased to 63.3 percent, but the proportion of these arrests 
recorded by African-American adults and juveniles changed significantly (see Table B-10).  
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Table 12 

Total Michigan Arrests by Type of Crime 
2000-01 1991-01

OFFENSE 1991 2000 2001 % Change % Change

Index Offenses
Murder 1,973 1,356 759 -44.0% -61.5%

     % of all Reported 196.7% 202.7% 114.8% -43.3% -41.6%

Rape 2,278 1,428 1,444 1.1% -36.6%

     % of all Reported 31.4% 28.7% 27.1% -5.8% -13.9%

Robbery 5,248 3,015 2,952 -2.1% -43.8%

     % of all Reported 23.2% 22.5% 23.1% 2.6% -0.8%

Aggravated Assault 13,931 12,245 12,489 2.0% -10.4%

     % of all Reported 32.1% 35.0% 34.5% -1.2% 7.6%

Person Index Subtotal 23,430 18,044 17,644 -2.2% -24.7%

     % of all Reported 31.6% 33.4% 32.1% -3.8% 1.7%

Burglary 11,413 6,638 6,482 -2.4% -43.2%

     % of all Reported 10.4% 9.8% 9.1% -6.7% -12.6%

Larceny 47,324 25,365 27,359 7.9% -42.2%

     % of all Reported 14.9% 11.5% 12.3% 6.9% -17.8%

Auto Theft 4,067 2,572 2,648 3.0% -34.9%

     % of all Reported 6.5% 4.8% 5.1% 6.1% -22.0%

Arson 603 554 536 -3.2% -11.1%

     % of all Reported 12.7% 12.2% 12.6% 3.1% -1.2%

   Property Index Subtotal 63,407 35,129 37,025 5.4% -41.6%

     % of all Reported 12.8% 10.1% 10.6% 4.4% -17.7%

Part I (Total Index) 86,837 53,173 54,669 2.8% -37.0%

     % of all Reported 15.3% 13.2% 13.5% 1.7% -11.8%

Part II Total 317,488 329,466 308,921 -6.2% -2.7%

     % of all Reported 43.8% 48.1% 44.7% -7.0% 1.9%

Status Offenses 4,629 405 682 68.4% -85.3%

     % of all Reported N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.

Total Arrests 408,954 383,044 364,272 -4.9% -10.9%

     % of all Reported 31.6% 35.2% 33.2% -5.8% 4.9%

Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports 1991-01.
Notes:

2. Part II Total includes all crimes other than FBI index crimes. Examples of these crimes are negligent manslaughter, assault, 
forgery,  fraud, embezzlement, stolen property, vandalism, prostitution, sex offenses (not rape), narcotics, gambling, 
family/child, and disorderly conduct. 
3. Status Offenses are crimes associated with juveniles.  Offenses included in this category are runaway and curfew/loitering. 

1. The percent indicated represents the ratio of arrests to reported crimes associated with a  crime. This  statistic is not 
equivalent to  "cleared by arrest."
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Among adults, 65.3 percent of all arrests for these crimes involved African-Americans (white adults recorded 33.5  
percent of these arrests); however, African-American juveniles only recorded 33.8 percent of juvenile arrests for 
these serious crimes. White juveniles accounted for 64.1 percent of all of the juvenile arrests for these offenses in 
2000. This shift among Michigan juveniles is very noteworthy and was not apparent in other comparisons 
included in this analysis (see Tables 13 and 23). Table B-11 presents detailed 2001 age, race and gender 
arrest data. This table also presents very different racial arrest patterns for African-American juveniles and 
adults for index crimes against persons. African-American juveniles accounted for 35.5 percent of these 
arrests among juvenile arrestees but African-American adults represented 61.3 percent of all adults 
arrested for these crimes. Overall, 59.5 percent of all persons arrested for index crimes against persons 
were African-Americans in 2001. Chart A presents a graphic comparison of juvenile arrests by racial 
group for index crimes against persons for 1991 and 2001 It will be interesting to monitor this trend to see 
if the change persists or if it is a reporting or statistical anomaly.18 
 
 
 

Chart A 

 

Michigan Juvenile Index Crime Against Person by Race, 
1991

Black
57%

White
41%

Other/Unknown
2%

 
 

                                                           
18 Historically, juvenile arrests reported by the Detroit City Police Department (DPD) have been a major component of total statewide arrests and 
total black juvenile arrests. There have been dramatic changes in the number of juvenile arrests reported by DPD in recent years. In 1994, for 
example, DPD reported a total of 2,853 juvenile arrests (2,617 of these arrestees were black). This total represented 7.3 percent of all Michigan 
juvenile arrests in that year (there were 38,981 juvenile arrests in Michigan in 1994) and 22.1 percent of all black juvenile arrests (there was a total 
of 11,754 arrests involving blacks or African-Americans in Michigan in that year). Since 1994, the total number of juvenile arrests reported by the 
DPD has changed dramatically. The total number of juvenile arrests reported by the DPD dropped to 2,378 in 1995, 1,746 in 1996, 1,586 in 1997, 
1,358 in 1998, 636 in 1999, 280 arrests in 2000 and 328 arrests in 2001. In 2001, a total of 258 of the 280 DPD arrests were African-American and 
in 2001 308 were African-American. Over the 1994 to 2001 period, total reported DPD arrests went from 79,745 (1994), 87,917 (1995), 84,476 
(1996), 85,884 (1997), 85,155 (1998), 78,285 (1999) 78,652 in 2000 to 56,224 in 2001. In 2000, DPD juvenile arrests represented only 1.0 percent 
of Michigan total juvenile arrests and only .053 percent of all Michigan black or African-American arrests. In 2001, DPD juvenile arrests 
represented 1.1 percent of Michigan total juvenile arrests and .047 percent of Michigan African-American arrests. It is not clear from the data why 
DPD juvenile arrests have decreased so dramatically over the 1994 to 2001 period. DPD reported all months of activity throughout the 1994-2001 
period. 
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        Chart A (Continued) 

Michigan Juvenile Index Crime Against Person by
1991

Black
57%

White
41%

Other/Unknow
2%

 
 
Tables 13 through 24 present Michigan arrests from 1991 to 2001 by type of offense and by the age, race 
and gender of the person arrested. The tables present three years of arrest data prior to the initiation of the 
conversion to the new incident-based reporting system and seven years of data after the conversion to the 
new system was undertaken 
 
Tables 13 through 24 examine changes in reported arrests by the age, gender and race of the person 
arrested for the 1991 to 2001 time period as separate variables.  
 
Arrests by Age over the 1991 to 2001 Period 
As noted earlier in this report, adults and juveniles do not commit all crimes with the same frequency. For 
example, juveniles disproportionately commit property-related crimes while adults are more likely to be 
involved in crimes against persons. In Table 12 it was demonstrated that property offenses are less likely to 
result in arrest than person-related crime. As a result, crime analyses that use arrests as the indication of 
“crime” will somewhat underestimate the extent of juvenile involvement in total criminal activity. This 
tendency is offset somewhat by arrests for status offenses that can only be committed by juveniles. Tables 
13-16 present changes in arrest patterns by the age of persons arrested for each year during the 1991 to 
2001 period. The tables compare arrests by whether the person arrested was legally an adult or a juvenile 
(i.e., 16 years of age and under) at the time of arrest.  
 
As noted elsewhere in this report, both adult and juvenile arrests decreased from 1991 to 2001; however, 
from 2000 to 2001, total juvenile arrests increased while total adult and all arrests declined. These tables 
indicate that although the number of adult and juvenile arrests decreased substantially for all types of crime 
over the 1991 to 2001 and the 2000 to 2001 periods, there were some year-to-year increases over these 
periods of time. 
 
For example, although there was a decrease in total adult arrests from 1991 to 2001 (10.2 percent, Table 
16) and substantial reductions in adult arrests for index crimes against persons (22.5 percent, see Table 13)  
and index crimes involving property (41.4 percent, see Table 14), in 1998, adult arrests for index crimes 
against persons, all index crimes and for all crimes increased. From 1999 to 2001, adult arrests again 
resumed the trend of annual reductions.  Despite the noted increase in juvenile arrests from 2000 to 2001,  
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over the 1991 to 2001 time period, the proportion of all arrests accounted for by adults actually increased 
from 90.7 percent of all arrests to 91.5 percent of all arrests (see Table 16).    
 
The number of juvenile arrests declined substantially for all offense categories from 1991 to 2001 (see 
Tables 13, 14, 15 and 16); however, there were year-to-year juvenile total arrest increases in some years 
(1992, 1993, 1994, 1997 and 2001, see Table 16).  Juvenile arrests for index crimes involving persons and 
index crimes involving property also dropped from 1991 to 2000 (see Tables 13 and 14). Juvenile arrests 
for index crimes against persons and index crimes involving property decreased by almost half (45.2 
percent and 42.2 percent, respectively) over the period (See Tables 13 and 14). Here again, there were a 
few years during the 1991 to 2001 time period that juvenile arrests increased somewhat (1992, 1994, 1997, 
and 2001 for arrests for index person crimes; and 1994 and 2001 for index property crime and 1992, 1993, 
1994, 1997 and 2001 for all crimes). Juvenile arrests increased for total index crimes in 1992, 1994 and 
2001, but declined overall by 42.6 percent (see Table 15) from 1991 to 2001.  
 
The juvenile proportion of all arrests (Table 16), index crimes against persons (Table 13) and for total 
index crimes (Table 15) decreased substantially from 1991 to 2001 period (by 27.3 percent) but increased 
by 11.0 percent from 2000 to 2001. The juvenile portion of index crimes against property dropped slightly 
from 1991 to 2001 (1.0 percent) and increased slightly from 2000 to 2001 (.7 percent). The 2001 juvenile 
proportion of arrests for all categories of crime is 8.2 percent below the 1991 level but is 10.9 percent 
higher than the juvenile proportion of all arrests recorded in 2000. The 2000 juvenile arrest percent was the 
lowest percent recorded for any year during the 1991-2001 period for any category of index crime and for 
all crimes.  
 
 

Total Michigan Arrests 1991-2001 by Age of Person Arrested 
Table 13 

Index Crimes Against Person by Age 
 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2000-01 1991-01
Age Change Change
Adult 21,175 20,743 20,712 20,679 20,181 19,281 18,102 19,347 17,826 16,906 16,409 -2.9% -22.5%

% Total 90.4% 88.6% 88.9% 87.5% 88.9% 90.9% 89.9% 91.6% 92.6% 93.7% 93.0% -0.7% 2.9%
Juvenile 2,255 2,665 2,583 2,942 2,520 1,926 2,026 1,766 1,427 1,138 1,235 8.5% -45.2%

% Total 9.6% 11.4% 11.1% 12.5% 11.1% 9.1% 10.1% 8.4% 7.4% 6.3% 7.0% 11.0% -27.3%
Total 23,430 23,408 23,295 23,621 22,701 21,207 20,128 21,113 19,253 18,044 17,644 -2.2% -24.7%

% Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% - -
Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports 1991-2001.  
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Table 14 
Index Crime Involving Property by Age 

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2000-01 1991-01
Age Change Change
Adult 47,364 41,753 36,323 35,091 32,515 31,540 28,959 28,695 27,538 26,390 27,749 5.1% -41.4%

% Total 74.7% 72.7% 71.3% 69.5% 70.8% 71.9% 70.7% 73.8% 74.1% 75.1% 74.9% -0.2% 0.3%
Juvenile 16,043 15,711 14,629 15,422 13,428 12,321 11,995 10,211 9,619 8,739 9,276 6.1% -42.2%

% Total 25.3% 27.3% 28.7% 30.5% 29.2% 28.1% 29.3% 26.2% 25.9% 24.9% 25.1% 0.7% -1.0%
Total 63,407 57,464 50,952 50,513 45,943 43,861 40,954 38,906 37,157 35,129 37,025 5.4% -41.6%

% Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% - -
Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports 1991-2001.  

 
Table 15 

Index Crimes by Age 
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2000-01 1991-01

Age Change Change
Adult 68,539 62,496 57,035 55,770 52,696 50,821 47,061 48,042 45,364 43,296 44,158 2.0% -35.6%

% Total 78.9% 77.3% 76.8% 75.2% 76.8% 78.1% 77.0% 80.0% 80.4% 81.4% 80.8% -0.8% 2.3%
Juvenile 18,298 18,376 17,212 18,364 15,948 14,247 14,021 11,977 11,046 9,877 10,511 6.4% -42.6%

% Total 21.1% 22.7% 23.2% 24.8% 23.2% 21.9% 23.0% 20.0% 19.6% 18.6% 19.2% 3.5% -8.8%
Total 86,837 80,872 74,247 74,134 68,644 65,068 61,082 60,019 56,410 53,173 54,669 2.8% -37.0%

% Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% - -
Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports 1991-2001.  

 
 

 Table 16 
All Crimes by Age 

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2000-01 1991-01
Age Change Change
Adult 371,072 354,811 341,835 345,103 354,748 354,323 339,593 383,456 367,695 353,677 333,301 -5.8% -10.2%

% Total 90.7% 90.1% 89.8% 88.9% 89.9% 90.7% 90.3% 91.4% 91.8% 92.3% 91.5% -0.9% 0.8%
Juvenile 37,882 38,941 38,981 43,133 40,003 36,162 36,563 35,936 32,766 29,367 30,971 5.5% -18.2%

% Total 9.3% 9.9% 10.2% 11.1% 10.1% 9.3% 9.7% 8.6% 8.2% 7.7% 8.5% 10.9% -8.2%
Total 408,954 393,752 380,816 388,236 394,751 390,485 376,156 419,392 400,461 383,044 364,272 -4.9% -10.9%

% Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% - -
Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports 1991-2001.  
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Arrests by Gender over the 1991 to 2001 Period 
Tables 17 through 20 present total Michigan arrests over the 1991 to 2001 period by the gender of the 
person arrested. Table 17 presents arrests by gender for index crimes against persons. For these serious 
crimes, male arrests have dropped every year during the period except 1994 and 1998. Female arrests for 
these crimes have increased every year except 1996, 1999, 2000 and 2001. The male proportion of arrests 
for these crimes declined every year during this period except for 1999 when it remained unchanged (80.1 
percent) and 2001 when it increased negligibly (male arrests for index crimes against persons increased by 
.3 percent). In 1991, males accounted for nearly 9 out of every 10 arrests for these offenses (88.4 percent). 
In 2001, males accounted for less than 4 out every 5 arrests (79.5 percent) of these crimes. Recent 
reductions in female arrests for these crimes may indicate a moderation in the trend toward greater female 
involvement in these serious crimes. 
 
Gender-related trends for index property arrests are less evident than arrests for index crimes involving 
persons (see Table 18). Arrests for index crimes involving property are down for every year for males 
every year between 1991 and 2000. From 2000 to 2001 male arrests for these crimes increased by 5.9 
percent. For females, index crimes involving property arrests are also down overall and for every year 
between 1991 and 1999 except for small increases in 1996 and 1999 and a more noteworthy increase from 
2000 to 2001. The male-to-female arrest ratio for these crimes has changed very little over this time 
period, although the female arrest ratio has increased somewhat (from 27.2 percent in 1991 to 29.9 percent 
in 2001).   
 
Table 19 presents total index arrests by the gender of the persons arrested for the 1991 and 2001 period. 
This table again presents a picture of generally declining numbers of arrests from 1991 to 2001 with an 
increase in female involvement in total index offenses. There is a reduction in total index arrests for every 
year during the period of time except 2001 and an increase in the proportion of index arrests recorded by 
females in all years except 1998 and 2001. Over the 1991 to 2001 period, total index arrests declined by 
37.0 percent, male arrests for these crimes dropped by over forty percent (40.3 percent) and female arrests 
decreased by over one-quarter (26.2 percent).  
 
Table 20 provides the gender breakdown for all Michigan arrests over the 1991-2001 period. This table 
includes the combined arrest total for index, part II and status offenses. Female arrests decreased every 
year from 1991 to 1997 with the exception of 1994 and 1995. Female arrests increased dramatically in 
1998 (by 13.5 percent) but have dropped every year since that time. Despite the general pattern of annual 
decreases over the period, female arrests increased slightly (by 967 arrests or 1.3 percent) from 1991 to 
2001. As a result, the proportion of total arrests accounted for by females increased from 18.7 percent to 
21.2 percent over the period. This is a proportional increase of 13.7 percent. 
 
In comparison, total male arrests decreased substantially over the 1991 to 2001 period. Male arrests 
dropped 45,649 arrests or 13.7 percent from 1991 to 2001.  Total arrests and male arrests followed the 
female pattern of declines from 1991 to 1993, increases in 1994, 1995 and 1998, followed by reductions 
over the 1998-2001 period. The number of 1998 arrests is the highest total recorded over the 1991-2001 
period. Arrests for 2001 are below 2000 levels for males, females and total. Total arrests for 2001 are 10.9 
percent below 1991 levels.  
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In summary, although the 77.3 percent increase in the proportion of index person crime arrests involving 
females and the 33.5 percent increase in the number of female arrests for these crimes over the 1991 to 
2001 period is very noteworthy, it should also be observed that females still accounted for only 1 in 5 of all 
arrests for these crimes in 2001 (Table 17). Furthermore, on the basis of arrests, females are more likely to 
be involved in index property crime (29.9 percent of all persons arrested in 2001 for index property crime 
were females) than they are in index person crimes (females account for only 20.5 percent of these arrests 
in 2001, see Table 17), and far less likely to be arrested for any crime than are males (females accounted 
for only 21.2 percent of all Michigan arrests in 2001 in Table 20). Nevertheless, the increasing likelihood 
of female involvement in serious index crimes against persons as measured by arrests over the past ten 
years needs further study and should be monitored closely.    
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Total Michigan Arrests 1991-2001 by Gender of Person Arrested 

Table 17 
Index Crimes Against Person by Gender 

 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2000-01 1991-01
Gender Change Change
Male 20,722 20,380 19,989 20,086 18,869 17,477 16,390 16,917 15,415 14,309 14,028 -2.0% -32.3%

% Total 88.4% 87.1% 85.8% 85.0% 83.1% 82.4% 81.4% 80.1% 80.1% 79.3% 79.5% 0.3% -10.1%
Female 2,708 3,028 3,306 3,535 3,832 3,730 3,738 4,196 3,838 3,735 3,616 -3.2% 33.5%

% Total 11.6% 12.9% 14.2% 15.0% 16.9% 17.6% 18.6% 19.9% 19.9% 20.7% 20.5% -1.0% 77.3%
Total 23,430 23,408 23,295 23,621 22,701 21,207 20,128 21,113 19,253 18,044 17,644 -2.2% -24.7%

% Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% - -
Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports 1991-2001  

Table 18 
Index Crimes Involving Property by Gender 

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2000-01 1991-01
Gender Change Change
Male 46,191 41,900 37,116 36,869 33,606 31,509 29,236 28,209 26,453 24,484 25,939 5.9% -43.8%

% Total 72.8% 72.9% 72.8% 73.0% 73.1% 71.8% 71.4% 72.5% 71.2% 69.7% 70.1% 0.5% -3.8%
Female 17,216 15,564 13,836 13,644 12,337 12,352 11,718 10,697 10,704 10,645 11,086 4.1% -35.6%

% Total 27.2% 27.1% 27.2% 27.0% 26.9% 28.2% 28.6% 27.5% 28.8% 30.3% 29.9% -1.2% 10.3%
Total 63,407 57,464 50,952 50,513 45,943 43,861 40,954 38,906 37,157 35,129 37,025 5.4% -41.6%

% Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% - -
Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports 1991-2001  

Table 19 
Index Crimes by Gender 

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2000-01 1991-01
Gender Change Change
Male 66,913 62,280 57,105 56,955 52,475 48,986 45,626 45,126 41,868 38,793 39,967 3.0% -40.3%

% Total 77.1% 77.0% 76.9% 76.8% 76.4% 75.3% 74.7% 75.2% 74.2% 73.0% 73.1% 0.2% -5.1%
Female 19,924 18,592 17,142 17,179 16,169 16,082 15,456 14,893 14,542 14,380 14,702 2.2% -26.2%

% Total 22.9% 23.0% 23.1% 23.2% 23.6% 24.7% 25.3% 24.8% 25.8% 27.0% 26.9% -0.6% 17.2%
Total 86,837 80,872 74,247 74,134 68,644 65,068 61,082 60,019 56,410 53,173 54,669 2.8% -37.0%

% Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% - -
Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports 1991-2001  

 
Table 20 

All Crimes by Gender 
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2000-01 1991-01

Gender Change Change
Male 332,532 319,345 307,046 314,368 316,829 312,768 300,163 333,114 317,773 303,124 286,883 -5.4% -13.7%

% Total 81.3% 81.1% 80.6% 81.0% 80.3% 80.1% 79.8% 79.4% 79.4% 79.1% 78.8% -0.5% -3.1%
Female 76,422 74,407 73,770 73,868 77,922 77,717 75,993 86,278 82,688 79,920 77,389 -3.2% 1.3%

% Total 18.7% 18.9% 19.4% 19.0% 19.7% 19.9% 20.2% 20.6% 20.6% 20.9% 21.2% 1.8% 13.7%
Total 408,954 393,752 380,816 388,236 394,751 390,485 376,156 419,392 400,461 383,044 364,272 -4.9% -10.9%

% Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% - -
Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports 1991-2001  
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Arrests by Racial Group over the 1991 to 2001 Period 
Tables 21 through 24 present total Michigan arrests recorded during the 1991 through 2001 period by the 
racial group of the person arrested. These tables present arrests involving white, African-American and all 
other racial groups (described as “other/unknown”) from 1991 to 1993. The “other/unknown” group 
includes all persons for whom race was not indicated in reports to the state police. From 1994 to 2001, 
each racial/ethnic group included in the Michigan State Police crime data set is separately presented. The 
racial groups separately identified in the crime data set from 1994 to 2001 include: Hispanic, American 
Indian and Alaskan, Asian and Pacific Islander, and Unknown. 19 
 

Total Michigan Arrests 1991-2001 by Race 
Table 21 

Index Crimes Against Persons by Racial Group 
 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2000-01 1991-01
Race Change Change
White 8,536 8,443 8,492 8,607 8,161 7,356 7,135 7,843 6,736 6,389 6,854 7.3% -19.7%
% Total 36.4% 36.1% 36.5% 36.4% 35.9% 34.7% 35.4% 37.1% 35.0% 35.4% 38.8% 9.7% 6.6%
Black 14,472 14,373 14,072 14,572 14,194 13,515 12,722 12,975 12,254 11,430 10,505 -8.1% -27.4%
% Total 61.8% 61.4% 60.4% 61.7% 62.5% 63.7% 63.2% 61.5% 63.6% 63.3% 59.5% -6.0% -3.6%
Total Other/Unknown
  American Indian N.A. N.A. N.A. 47 43 42 29 26 27 29 33 13.8% N.A.
 % Total N.A. N.A. N.A. 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 16.4% N.A.
  Asian/ Pacif ic Islander N.A. N.A. N.A. 19 23 30 35 55 38 39 47 20.5% N.A.
 % Total N.A. N.A. N.A. 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 23.2% N.A.
  Hispanic N.A. N.A. N.A. 304 229 165 123 122 116 50 82 64.0% N.A.
% Total N.A. N.A. N.A. 1.3% 1.0% 0.8% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.3% 0.5% 67.7% N.A.
  Other/Unknow n 422 592 731 72 56 99 84 92 82 107 123 15.0% N.A.
% Total 1.8% 2.5% 3.1% 0.3% 0.2% 0.5% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.6% 0.7% 17.6% N.A.
Total Other/Unknown 422 592 731 442 351 336 271 295 263 225 285 26.7% -32.5%
% Total 1.8% 2.5% 3.1% 1.9% 1.5% 1.6% 1.3% 1.4% 1.4% 1.2% 1.6% 29.5% -10.3%
Total 23,430 23,408 23,295 23,621 22,706 21,207 20,128 21,113 19,253 18,044 17,644 -2.2% -24.7%
% Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% - -
Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports 1991-2001
The Other/ Unknow n category for 1991, 1992, and 1993 contains American Indian, Asian/Pacif ic Islander, and Hispanic arrest data.  

 

                                                           
19 The U.S. Census Bureau, State and County Quick Facts website 
(http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/26000.html) indicates that for 2000, the Michigan white population was 80.2 
percent of the Michigan population (whites, not of Hispanic descent comprise 78.6 percent), African-Americans 
comprised 14.2 percent, American Indian and Alaskan natives comprised .6 percent, persons of Asian descent 
comprised 1.8 percent, and persons of Hispanic descent comprised 3.3 percent of the Michigan population.    
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Table 22 

Index Crimes Involving Property by Racial Group 
 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2000-01 1991-01
Race Change Change
White 36,739 33,226 28,693 28,354 25,668 24,891 23,379 22,459 20,841 20,434 22,474 10.0% -38.8%
% Total 57.9% 57.8% 56.3% 56.1% 55.9% 56.7% 57.1% 57.7% 56.1% 58.2% 60.7% 4.4% 4.8%
Black 24,427 22,116 20,189 20,421 18,791 17,675 16,459 15,403 15,292 13,962 13,658 -2.2% -44.1%
% Total 38.5% 38.5% 39.6% 40.4% 40.9% 40.3% 40.2% 39.6% 41.2% 39.7% 36.9% -7.2% -4.2%
Total Other/Unknown
  American Indian N.A. N.A. N.A. 161 134 118 86 86 103 82 150 82.9% N.A.
 % Total N.A. N.A. N.A. 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 0.2% 0.4% 73.6% N.A.
  Asian/ Pacif ic Islander N.A. N.A. N.A. 106 117 180 161 166 153 169 192 13.6% N.A.
 % Total N.A. N.A. N.A. 0.2% 0.3% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.5% 0.5% 7.8% N.A.
  Hispanic N.A. N.A. N.A. 708 552 303 222 131 77 75 53 -29.3% N.A.
% Total N.A. N.A. N.A. 1.4% 1.2% 0.7% 0.5% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% -33.0% N.A.
  Other/Unknow n 2,241 2,122 2,070 763 684 694 647 661 691 407 498 22.4% N.A.
% Total 3.5% 3.7% 4.1% 1.5% 1.5% 1.6% 1.6% 1.7% 1.9% 1.2% 1.3% 16.1% N.A.
Total Other/Unknown 2,241 2,122 2,070 1,738 1,487 1,295 1,116 1,044 1,024 733 893 21.8% -60.2%
% Total 3.5% 3.7% 4.1% 3.4% 3.2% 3.0% 2.7% 2.7% 2.8% 2.1% 2.4% 15.6% -31.8%
Total 63,407 57,464 50,952 50,513 45,946 43,861 40,954 38,906 37,157 35,129 37,025 5.4% -41.6%
% Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% - -
Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports 1991-2001
The Other/ Unknow n category for 1991, 1992, and 1993 contains American Indian, Asian/Pacif ic Islander, and Hispanic arrest data.  

 
 
 

Table 23 
Total Index Crimes by Racial Group 

 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2000-01 1991-01
Race Change Change
White 45,275 41,669 37,185 36,961 33,829 32,247 30,514 30,302 27,577 26,823 29,328 9.3% -35.2%
% Total 52.1% 51.5% 50.1% 49.9% 49.3% 49.6% 50.0% 50.5% 48.9% 50.4% 53.6% 6.3% 2.9%
Black 38,899 36,489 34,261 34,993 32,985 31,190 29,181 28,378 27,546 25,392 24,163 -4.8% -37.9%
% Total 44.8% 45.1% 46.1% 47.2% 48.0% 47.9% 47.8% 47.3% 48.8% 47.8% 44.2% -7.4% -1.3%
Total Other/Unknown
  American Indian N.A. N.A. N.A. 208 177 160 115 112 130 111 183 64.9% N.A.
 % Total N.A. N.A. N.A. 0.3% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 60.4% N.A.
  Asian/ Pacif ic Islander N.A. N.A. N.A. 125 140 210 196 221 191 208 239 14.9% N.A.
 % Total N.A. N.A. N.A. 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.4% 0.3% 0.4% 0.4% 11.8% N.A.
  Hispanic N.A. N.A. N.A. 1,012 781 468 345 253 193 125 135 8.0% N.A.
% Total N.A. N.A. N.A. 1.4% 1.1% 0.7% 0.6% 0.4% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 5.0% N.A.
  Other/Unknow n 2,663 2,714 2,801 835 740 793 731 753 773 514 621 20.8% N.A.
% Total 3.1% 3.4% 3.8% 1.1% 1.1% 1.2% 1.2% 1.3% 1.4% 1.0% 1.1% 17.5% N.A.
Total Other/Unknown 2,663 2,714 2,801 2,180 1,838 1,631 1,387 1,339 1,287 958 1,178 23.0% -55.8%
% Total 3.1% 3.4% 3.8% 2.9% 2.7% 2.5% 2.3% 2.2% 2.3% 1.8% 2.2% 19.6% -29.7%
Total 86,837 80,872 74,247 74,134 68,652 65,068 61,082 60,019 56,410 53,173 54,669 2.8% -37.0%
% Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% - -
Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports 1991-2001
The Other/ Unknow n category for 1991, 1992, and 1993 contains American Indian, Asian/Pacif ic Islander, and Hispanic arrest data.  
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Table 24 
All Crimes by Racial Group 

 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2000-01 1991-01
Race Change Change
White 246,939 232,082 222,902 227,215 228,176 229,639 219,656 248,972 240,024 233,332 233,744 0.2% -5.3%
% Total 60.4% 58.9% 58.5% 58.5% 57.8% 58.8% 58.4% 59.4% 59.9% 60.9% 64.2% 5.3% 6.3%
Black 150,574 149,483 144,715 149,919 156,755 151,193 147,515 160,668 150,684 140,309 120,510 -14.1% -20.0%
% Total 36.8% 38.0% 38.0% 38.6% 39.7% 38.7% 39.2% 38.3% 37.6% 36.6% 33.1% -9.7% -10.1%
Total Other/Unknown
  American Indian N.A. N.A. N.A. 1,244 1,158 1,114 843 1,158 1,101 1,222 1,253 2.5% N.A.
 % Total N.A. N.A. N.A. 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 7.8% N.A.
  Asian/ Pacif ic Islander N.A. N.A. N.A. 373 488 670 764 975 937 1,017 1,116 9.7% N.A.
 % Total N.A. N.A. N.A. 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 15.4% N.A.
  Hispanic N.A. N.A. N.A. 6,075 5,356 3,692 2,715 1,801 1,621 907 1,112 22.6% N.A.
% Total N.A. N.A. N.A. 1.6% 1.4% 0.9% 0.7% 0.4% 0.4% 0.2% 0.3% 28.9% N.A.
  Other/Unknow n 11,441 12,187 13,199 3,410 2,830 4,177 4,663 5,818 6,094 6,257 6,537 4.5% N.A.
% Total 2.8% 3.1% 3.5% 0.9% 0.7% 1.1% 1.2% 1.4% 1.5% 1.6% 1.8% 9.9% N.A.
Total Other/Unknown 11,441 12,187 13,199 11,102 9,832 9,653 8,985 9,752 9,753 9,403 10,018 6.5% -12.4%
% Total 2.8% 3.1% 3.5% 2.9% 2.5% 2.5% 2.4% 2.3% 2.4% 2.5% 2.8% 12.0% -1.7%
Total 408,954 393,752 380,816 388,236 394,763 390,485 376,156 419,392 400,461 383,044 364,272 -4.9% -10.9%
% Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% - -
Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports 1991-2001
The Other/ Unknow n category for 1991, 1992, and 1993 contains American Indian, Asian/Pacif ic Islander, and Hispanic arrest data.  

 
Table 21 presents arrests for index crimes against persons by race. As has been noted in other tables, the 
overall number of arrests for these crimes dropped every year from 1991 to 2001 with the exception of 
1994 (up 326 arrests or 1.4 percent) and 1998 (increased 985 arrests or 4.9 percent). The numbers of 
whites and African-Americans arrested for these crimes also declined over these years with few  
exceptions. The years in which there were increases in arrests for these serious crimes include increases in 
white arrests in 1993 (49 arrests or .6 percent), 1994 (115 arrests or 1.4 percent), 1998 (708 arrests or 9.9 
percent) and 2001 (465 arrests or 7.3 percent). There were increases in arrests for these crimes for African-
Americans in 1994 (500 arrests or 3.6 percent) and 1998 (253 arrests or 2.0 percent). Overall, white arrests 
for index person crimes dropped by 19.7 percent from 1991 to 2001. The white proportion of arrests for 
these crimes increased in 1993, 1997, 1998, 2000 and 2001. Over the 1991 to 2001 period, the white 
proportion of these crimes increased somewhat (by 6.6 percent from 36.4 percent in 1991 to 38.8 percent 
in 2001). The 2001 proportion of arrests for these crimes accounted for whites is the highest recorded by 
whites over the 1991-2001 period. Whites accounted for only 35.4 percent of these arrests in 2000. The 
2000 white proportion of arrests for these crimes was the third lowest proportion for any year during the 
1991-2001 period.   
 
The number of African-Americans arrested for index crimes against persons decreased from 1991 to 2001 
(by 3,967 arrests or 27.4 percent) and the percent of all index person arrests accounted for by African-
Americans decreased slightly over the period (by 3.6 percent) and is now at the lowest level recorded 
during the period (59.5 percent). This is a change from 2000. In 2000 the proportion of these offenses with 
African-American/black arrests was the third highest during the 1991-2001 period. There are only 2 years 
in which the number of African-American/black arrests for index person crimes increased (1994 and 1998) 
and only 4 years in which the proportion of all arrests for these crimes involving blacks increased (1994, 
1995, 1996 and 1999) over the period. Nonetheless, in 2001, nearly 6 of every 10 persons arrested for 
these serious crimes were African-American.  
 
Aggregate arrests for index offenses against persons from other or unknown racial backgrounds decreased 
from 1991 to 2001 in absolute and relative terms. During this period there were a number of years with 
increases in the number of arrests involving this group (1992, 1993, 1998 and 2001) and the proportion of 
all arrests associated with this group increased in 4 years (1992, 1993, 1996, 1998 and 2001). As noted 
above arrest data for American Indians, Asian/Pacific Islanders and Hispanic population groups became 
available in 1994.  Arrest information involving these groups are presented separately below. 
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Overall, Table 21 suggests that arrests for index crimes against persons continue to disproportionately 
involve African-Americans although the number of African-American arrests for these crimes has dropped 
somewhat since 1999.  
 
Table 22 presents index property arrests by the race of the person arrested. The numbers of persons 
arrested for these crimes for each racial group decreased in most of the years included in the table, except 
for a 10.0 percent increase in white arrests from 2000 to 2001 and a 1.1 percent increase in African-
American arrests in 1994. White index property arrests decreased by 38.8 percent over the period, African-
American arrests dropped by 44.1 percent and all other races/unknown arrests fell 60.2 percent. The 
proportional change in arrests between the groups fluctuated very little for these crimes from 1991 to 2001. 
The white proportion of these arrests grew slightly over the period (by 4.8 percent) and the African-
American portion of these arrests fell 4.2 percent during the period. The number of arrests involving the 
total other/race unknown group, although representing a very small proportion of these arrests in 1991 (3.5 
percent), dropped even further to 2.4 percent in 2001.      
 
Table 23 presents total index arrests by racial group. Other than slight increases in the number of total 
other/race unknown arrests in 1992 and 1993, the numbers of persons arrested for all index crimes 
decreased every year from 1991 to 2000 for each group. From 2000 to 2001, however, the number of 
arrests increased significantly for all racial groups except African-Americans. African-American total 
index arrests decreased by 1,229 arrests or 4.8 percent from 2000 to 2001. From 2000 to 2001 total index 
arrests increased among whites (up 2,505 arrests or 9.3 percent) and 220 arrests or 23.0 percent for total 
other/unknown arrests. The African-American proportion of these arrests decreased slightly from 1991 to 
2001, by 4.2 percent and by 7.2 percent from 2000 to 2001. The proportion of arrest for all index offenses 
involving whites increased somewhat from 1991 to 2001 (by 2.9 percent). The proportion of African-
American arrests decreased overall for all index crimes from 1991 to 2001 by 37.9 percent and from 2000 
to 2001 (by 4.8 percent). The proportion of arrests for all index offenses involving the total other/unknown 
group has declined every year since 1993 except for 1999 and 2001 and dropped substantially (31.8 
percent) over the 1991-2001 period. The proportion of index arrests involving the other/unknown group 
increased by 15.6 percent from 2000-2001.   
 
Table 24 presents arrests for all crimes recorded over the 1991-2001 time periods by the race of the person 
arrested. Total arrests involving whites increased in 1994, 1995, 1996, 1998, and 2001; however, white 
arrests decreased overall over the 1991 to 2001 time period by 13,195 arrests (5.3 percent). Although the 
number of arrests involving whites decreased over the 1991 to 2001 period, the proportion of all arrests 
that involved whites increased (6.3 percent). For African-Americans, there were increases in total arrests 
for only three years (1994, 1995 and 1998) and increases in the African-American proportion of all arrests 
in Michigan for only 4 years (1992, 1994, 1995 and 1997). For the 1991 to 2001 period, the African-
American proportion of all arrests in Michigan decreased by 10.1 percent.  
 
Total arrests for the total other/unknown group over the 1991 to 2001 period are down by 12.4 percent and 
1,423 arrests. The percent of all arrests involving persons in this group dropped very slightly (by 1.7 
percent) over the time period. The noteworthy drop in arrests from 1993 to 1995 involving this group 
suggests that the implementation of the new crime reporting system may have reduced the proportion of 
arrested persons for whom race is not reported. It is noted that the number and proportion of this group 
grew from 1991 to 1993 before dropping significantly in 1994 and 1995 (1994 was the year that 
implementation of the new reporting system was initiated). Total other/unknown arrests increased in 1992, 
1993, 1998, 1999 and 2001.  
 
Total arrests for all offenses by persons identified as American Indians increased slightly from 1994 to 
2001 (by 9 arrests or .7 percent), but have trended up sharply since 1997 (up 48.6 percent). The proportion 
of all Michigan arrests accounted from American Indians increased from 1994 to 2001 (from .3 percent of 
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all arrests to .4 percent of all arrests). Total American Indian arrests for all crimes increased by 31 arrests 
or 2.5 percent from 2000 to 2001. American Indian arrests for index crimes against persons decreased by 
14 arrests or 29.8 percent from 1994 to 2001, but increased somewhat from 2000 to 2001 (by 4 arrests or 
13.8 percent). American Indian arrests for index crimes against property decreased slightly from 1994 to 
2001 (down 11 arrests or 6.8 percent), but increased significantly from 2000 to 2001 (up 68 arrests or 82.9 
percent). American Indian arrests for all index crimes decreased by 25 arrests or 12.0 percent from 1994 to 
2001 but increased significantly from 2000 to 2001 (up 72 arrests or 64.9 percent).  
 
Total arrests for all offenses by persons identified as Asian/Pacific Islanders increased substantially from 
1994 to 2001 (by 743 arrests or 199.2 percent). Arrests recorded for this racial group increased every year 
over the period except 1999 and 2001. The proportion of all Michigan arrests accounted for by 
Asian/Pacific Islanders increased from 1994 to 2001 (from .1 percent of all arrests to .3 percent of all 
arrests). Total Asian/Pacific Islanders arrests for all crimes increased by 99 arrests or 9.7 percent from 
2000 to 2001. Asian/Pacific Islanders arrests for index crimes against persons increased by 28 arrests or 
147.4 percent from 1994 to 2001, and increased by 8 arrests or 20.5 percent from 2000 to 2001. 
Asian/Pacific Islanders arrests for index crimes against property increased from 1994 to 2001 (up 86 
arrests or 81.1 percent) and from 2000 to 2001 (up 23 arrests or 13.6 percent). Asian/Pacific Islander 
arrests for all index crimes increased by 114 arrests or 91.2 percent from 1994 to 2001 and from 2000 to 
2001 (up 31 arrests or 14.9 percent).  
 
Total arrests for all offenses by persons identified as Hispanic decreased substantially from 1994 to 2001 
(by 4,963 arrests or 81.7 percent), but increased from 2000 to 2001 (up 205 arrests or 22.6 percent). The 
proportion of all Michigan arrests accounted from Hispanics decreased dramatically from 1994 to 2001 
(from 1.6 percent of all arrests to .3 percent of all arrests). This major drop raises questions regarding the 
consistency of law enforcement recording procedures for arrests involving this population group. Hispanic 
arrests for index crimes against persons decreased by 222 arrests or 73.0 percent from 1994 to 2001, but 
increased from 2000 to 2001 (by 32 arrests or 64.0 percent). Hispanic arrests for index crimes against 
property decreased significantly from 1994 to 2001 (down 655 arrests or 92.5 percent), and decreased 
from 2000 to 2001 (down 22 arrests or 29.3 percent). Hispanic arrests for all index crimes decreased by 
877 arrests or 86.7 percent from 1994 to 2001 but increased slightly from 2000 to 2001 (up 10 arrests or 
8.0 percent). 
 
The general pattern of Michigan arrests by racial group over 1991-2001 period has not changed 
appreciably: African-Americans are more likely to be arrested for index crimes against persons; people 
arrested for index property crimes are more likely to be white. Overall, most persons arrested in Michigan 
for any crime are white (64.2 percent). Major increases in Asian/Pacific Islander arrests from 1994 to 2001 
and substantial decreases in Hispanic arrests are also noteworthy trends in the data.  
 
Arrests by County: 1996 – 2001 
The general focus of the crime analysis to this point has been on statewide crime statistics. However, crime 
is usually thought of as a local matter. Crimes are usually committed by people living near the location of 
the crime and typically local police agencies investigate reported crime and make arrests. Local 
prosecutors decide whether to seek an arrest warrant and whether or not to bring a criminal matter to court. 
Ultimately, when and if an arrest results in adjudication, the trial is held in a local court. To examine local 
Michigan crime statistics, the Institute presented arrest data by county for 1996 and 1997 in its March 1999 
crime analysis. In subsequent analyses, attempts were made to identify counties in which there were 
sufficient arrest and offense data reported by local law enforcement agencies to the state police to make 
comparisons with other counties and earlier periods reliable and valid. The March 1999 analysis was able 
to identify a number of counties in which at least 80 percent of all months of arrest and offense data were 
reported. For the January 2000 analysis, the reporting standard was changed to 75 percent in order to 
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expand the number of counties in the sample. A total of 43 (51.8 percent) of all Michigan counties met this 
standard. The same cautions that were raised in the earlier analyses remain valid for this report regarding 
when it is appropriate to make comparisons between counties and between years for the same county. The 
75 percent standard is also used for this analysis. Forty-six counties met this standard for the 1996, 2000 
and 2001 years included in this analysis. 
 
Factors and Considerations in Analyzing County Arrest Data 
A key consideration in reviewing county arrest data is the size of the county’s population. Arrest data may 
fluctuate substantially from year-to-year for small counties, even if all police jurisdictions in that county 
report all months of activity. Another important factor involves the apparent level of police crime reporting 
in a county. The comparison of crime statistics for a county that reported crime fully in one year but only 
partially in a subsequent year will result in an inaccurate picture of changes in crime for that county. Even 
if all police agencies in a county reported every month during the year, and the same reporting system was 
used in both years, conclusions regarding crime trends in that county should be advanced very cautiously 
especially if there have been major changes in that county which may have influenced crime or law 
enforcement practices there. For example, any of the following changes could result in significant changes 
in recorded arrests:  

• A change in law enforcement arrest diversion policy; 
• A change in police deployment practices;  
• A change in high ranking law enforcement administrators, such as a new sheriff, police chief or 

prosecutor;  
• A new judge;  
• A major change in the local or state economy; or  
• A change in state criminal law.  
 

The earlier analyses also noted that data from only a few years provides a very limited indication of trends, 
especially when the crime reporting system is in a period of change, such as now. For these reasons and 
others, the year-to-year county arrest comparisons produced for this report should be viewed with caution. 
In particular, until the Michigan crime reporting system stabilizes, county level data should be used very 
carefully. The following analyses and tables however do present several interesting aspects of recent 
county crime reports that highlight different ways county arrest data can be analyzed and might prove to be 
useful in the future.  

 
Attachment C includes a table with 1996 - 2001 county arrest data for all 83 Michigan counties.20 This 
attachment presents the number of adult, juvenile and total arrests for each county in the state. The 
comparison also includes the percent of total arrests in the county accounted for by juveniles, the percent 
of the total statewide juvenile arrests that were recorded in each county, the juvenile percent of all arrests 
in each county and state totals.  
 
As noted above, to avoid crime data comparisons from counties that had very low or inconsistent crime 
reporting over the period, 1996 - 2001 county law enforcement reporting patterns for all Michigan counties 
were reviewed. The goal of this review was to identify a sample of counties for which comparisons over 
the period would be appropriate. From this analysis, it was determined that police agencies in only 10 
counties (12.0 percent of all Michigan counties) reported all crime and arrest data to the state police for all 
months over the 1996 through 2001 period. Law enforcement agencies in only 14 counties or 16.9 percent 
of all counties reported at least 90 percent of all months of activity in each of the six years. To provide a 

                                                           
20 More detailed county specific data can be found on the Michigan State Police website: 
http://www.michigan.gov/msp/0,1607,7-123-1645_3501_4621---,00.html. 
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larger sample of Michigan counties for comparison purposes, all counties were identified that reported 
crime and arrest data for at least 75 percent of all months in 1996, 2000 and 2001. These counties are 
presented in Table 26 and Table 27. The 46 counties in this sample represent over half of all 83 Michigan 
counties (55.4 percent). Counties in the sample account for the majority of all adult arrests in 1996 
 (75.6 percent), 2000 (74.9 percent) and 2001 (73.3 percent); the majority of all juvenile arrests in 1996 
(69.4 percent), 2000 (66.2 percent)  and 2001 (67.3 percent); and the majority of all total Michigan arrests 
in 1996 (75.0 percent), 2000 (75.2 percent) and 2001 (72.8 percent). The sample of counties includes the 
majority of Michigan’s estimated 2001 population of 9,990,817.  
 
Counties in the sample included both the largest and smallest Michigan counties21. The county sample 
provides a wide variety of counties, for example, the four most populous Michigan counties: Wayne, 
Oakland, Macomb and Kent are all included in the sample, as well as Keweenaw County, the least 
populous Michigan county. 

 

County Juvenile Arrests from 1996 to 2001 
From Table 25, numerous significant 1996 to 2001 changes in arrests within and between Michigan 
counties can be seen. Not surprisingly, many of the counties with the largest percentage changes over this 
period occurred among the least populous counties. However, contrary to expectations, some of the 
counties with the greatest increases were counties with relatively large populations. For example, counties 
with the largest increases in juvenile arrests from 1996 to 2001 were: Ottawa (an increase of 195.5 percent 
or 1,570 arrests), Grand Traverse County (an increase of 140.8 percent or 414 arrests), Calhoun County (an 
increase of 112.6 percent or 179 arrests) and Macomb County (an increase of 92.8 percent or 660 arrests). 
Improved police reporting was not a factor for Ottawa County (90 percent of police activity were reported 
in both 1996 and 2001) and Grand Traverse County (100 percent of all months of law enforcement 
activities reported in both 1996 and 2001). An improved level of police reporting may have contributed to 
the 1996 to 2001 juvenile arrest increase for Calhoun (2001 police reporting increased to 100.0 percent 
from 80.3 percent in 1996) and Macomb County (police reporting increased from 84.7 percent in 1996 to 
95.8 percent in 2001). Counties with the greatest percentage reduction in juvenile arrests were all among 
the least populous counties in the sample. Alcona, Keweenaw, Lake and Montmorency counties all 
recorded 100 percent drops in juvenile arrests, i.e., they had no juvenile arrests. Total juvenile arrests in 
these counties equaled 98 arrests in 1996.  All months of police activity were recorded in both 1996 and 
2001 for each of these counties. The change in total juvenile arrests in these counties illustrates the 
variability of jurisdictions with small numbers of annual arrests. Other counties with noteworthy shifts in 
juvenile arrests from 1996 to 2001 are Wayne County (down 2,815 arrests or 43.0 percent), Genesee 
County (down 576 arrests or 32.8 percent - note that this reduction occurred at the same time that police 
reporting increased from 75.6 percent in 1996 to 91.4 percent in 2001), Kent County (arrests dropped by 
1,714 or 37.3 percent – note that police reporting improved from 87.5 percent to 100.0 percent over this 
period), and Oakland County (juvenile arrests dropped by 463 or 15.1 percent – note the police reporting 
improved from 88.8 percent to 97.9 percent from 1996 to 2001).   
 
As noted above, Table 25 presents changes in juvenile and adult arrests over the 1996 to 2001 time period. 
Over this period, 18 or nearly half of the 46 counties in the sample (39.1 percent) had increases in arrests 

                                                           
21 It should be noted that law enforcement agencies in the county might be using some combination of old and new reporting systems in each year 
in this table.  

 



OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three-Year Plan 
Attachment 2:  Program Narrative 

 

86 

for either adults or juveniles, but not for both. In 17 counties or 37.0 percent of the sample both adult and 
juvenile arrests decreased and in 10 counties or 21.7 percent of the sample both adult and juvenile arrests  
levels increased. In one county (Iron County) there was no change in adult arrests over the period but 
juvenile arrests increased. The lack of consistency between juvenile and adult arrest trends may mean that 
factors that influence crime as measured by arrest among adults and juvenile may be different in a some 
counties; and that these factors may effect adults and juveniles differently in different counties. A careful 
examination of this variability is beyond the scope of this analysis; however, many factors could produce 
the variability present in Table 25. For example, the law enforcement practices in some counties may not 
be the same for juveniles and adults. A rash of break-ins could result in a concentration on these types of 
crimes, which have a higher proportion of juvenile involvement. A change in a judge or key law 
enforcement official might result in police resources being focused on a different segment of the 
population or on different offenses. As noted earlier, juveniles and adults tend to commit different types of 
crimes and the probabilities of arrest associated with various crimes are different. Therefore, factors that 
make the commission of one crime more likely than another crime in a county may also make it more or 
less likely that adults or juveniles will be arrested in a given county. For example, law enforcement 
agencies in a county in which summer tourism is an important component of the local economy may focus 
on apprehending persons who are involved in breaking and entering cottages. With this emphasis, it would 
not be surprising if a large number of juveniles would be arrested in this county.  
 
In counties with relatively small populations, arrests or crime involving relatively few individuals could 
also make a major difference in whether apparent crime increased or decreased from one year to the next.  
 
Table 25 also suggests that adult and juvenile crime trends from 1996 to 2001, as measured by arrests, are 
not headed in the same direction on the basis of county size. Juvenile, adult and total arrest trends among 
large, medium and small counties in the sample did not consistently increase or decrease from 1996 to 
2001. Despite that general observation, most of the counties with 1996-2001 changes in arrests for 
juveniles and adults that are in opposite directions appear to be among less populated counties. Oakland, 
Ingham and Berrien Counties, however, also recorded changes in juvenile and adult arrests that were in 
opposite directions (in each of these counties, juvenile arrests decreased and adult arrests increased from 
1996 to 2001). From 1991 to 2001, Oakland County juvenile arrests dropped 15.1 percent but adult arrests 
and total arrests increased by 32.6 percent and 26.7 percent respectively. Ingham County adult arrests grew 
by 47.3 percent, juvenile arrests decreased by 9.3 percent and total arrests increased by 40.0 percent. 
Berrien County juvenile arrests decreased by 35.3 percent and adult and total arrests increased by 8.5 
percent and 2.2 percent respectively from 1996 to 2001.  
 
From 2000 to 2001, only 14 counties, or 30.4 percent of all high-reporting counties had shifts in opposite 
directions for juvenile and adult arrests. Most of these counties were among the least populated counties in 
the state, however, this group also included Wayne, Kalamazoo and Grand Traverse. 
 
As suggested above, most of the larger counties had 1996-2001 juvenile and adult arrest shifts in the same 
direction. Wayne, Genesee, Macomb and Livingston Counties all recorded decreases in both adult and 
juvenile arrests between 1996 and 2001. Juvenile and adult arrests in Macomb and Ottawa counties 
increased from 1996 to 2001.   
 
Counties in Table 25 included 75.0 percent of all arrests that involved juveniles in 1991, 71.3 percent of all 
2000 juvenile arrests and 72.3 percent of all 2001 juvenile arrests. Juveniles accounted for 7.7 percent of 
all arrests in 2000 and 7.1 percent of all Michigan arrests in counties included in the sample. Juveniles 
accounted for 8.1 percent of all arrests in counties included in the 2001 sample in comparison with 8.5 
percent for all Michigan counties.  
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Data in Table 25 suggests that there are wide differences in law enforcement practices in Michigan 
counties. For 2001, counties in the table had very different juvenile/adult arrest patterns. For example, 
juveniles accounted for 21.9 percent of all arrests in Ottawa County and 21.1 percent in Houghton County 
but, as noted above, no juveniles were arrested in Alcona, Keweenaw, Lake and Montmorency counties in 
2001.  
 
The population size of the county does not appear to be strongly predictive of a high proportion of all 
county arrests accounted for by juveniles. Counties with the highest juvenile proportion of total arrests in 
2001 were Ottawa (21.9 percent), Houghton (21.1 percent), Grand Traverse (16.9 percent), Kent (16.8 
percent), Charlevoix (16.6 percent), Otsego (16.2 percent), Alpena (15.8 percent), Kalamazoo (15.4 
percent), Iron (15.3 percent), and Mason (15.2 percent). In addition to Alcona, Keweenaw, Lake and 
Montmorency counties, other counties with very small proportions of total arrests recorded by juveniles in 
2001 were: Ogemaw (5.3 percent), Oscoda (5.2 percent), Kalkaska (4.8 percent), Calhoun (4.6 percent), 
Mecosta (3.8 percent), and Wayne (3.6 percent). 
 
Table 25 also presents the number of adult and total arrests for 1996, 2000 and 2001. There has been a 
noteworthy change in the total number of arrests in many of the counties included in the sample. In 5 
sample counties, for example, the number of total arrests changed by more than 50 percent from 1996 to 
2001 (total Lake County arrests decreased by 99.2 percent, Montmorency County arrests decreased by 
98.3 percent, Crawford arrests dropped by 66.7 percent, Grand Traverse County arrests decreased by 65.4 
percent, and Keweenaw County arrests dropped by 59.6 percent). All these counties have small 
populations except Grand Traverse.  Large counties in the sample with major 1996-2001 changes in total 
arrests include Calhoun County (increase 36.6 percent), Genesee County (decrease 27.1 percent), Kent 
County (down 26.5 percent), Oakland County (up 26.7 percent), Wayne County (down 26.3 percent), 
Kalamazoo County (down 14.9 percent), and Macomb County (up 10.8 percent).   The sample also 
contained several counties with major changes in reported adult arrests from 1996 to 2001.  For example, 
counties with 1996 to 2001 adult changes of greater than 50 percent include: Antrim (down 50.7 percent), 
Crawford (down 65.8 percent), Grand Traverse (up 55.6 percent), Keweenaw (down 58.7 percent), Lake 
(down 99.0 percent), Menominee (up 67.9 percent), and Montmorency (down 98.3 percent). Larger 
counties with major changes in 1996 to 2001 adult arrests include: Ingham (up 47.3 percent), Oakland (up 
32.6 percent), Genesee (down 26.3 percent), Wayne (down 25.5 percent), Kent (down 23.9 percent), and 
Kalamazoo (down 12.7 percent).  
 
Table 25 also presents changes in total arrests from 2000 to 2001. The largest percentage changes in total 
arrests from 2000 to 2001 occurred in less populace counties as would be expected although the magnitude 
of changes from one year to the next is somewhat surprising. For example, from 2000 to 2001, Lake 
County arrests decreased by 99.1 percent, Montmorency County arrests decreased 88.4 percent, and Clare 
County arrests increased by 62.0 percent. Some of the large counties in the high reporting sample also 
reported relatively large changes in total arrests from 2000 to 2001. For example, Wayne County arrests 
dropped by 19.7 percent and Ingham County arrests increased by 24.7 percent  
 
In general, counties with the greatest changes in adult arrests from 2000 to 2001 were counties with the 
smallest populations. The counties with the greatest changes in adult arrests from 2000 to 2001 were: Lake 
(down 99.1 percent), Montmorency (down 88.1 percent), Clare (up 59.6 percent), Alcona (up 38.8 percent) 
and Mecosta (down 32.7 percent). Among the 10 largest counties, Ingham (up 20.9 percent), Wayne (down 
20.4 percent), and Kalamazoo (down 11.1 percent) had the largest proportional changes in adult arrests 
from 2000 to 2001.   
 
Table 25 provides an interesting opportunity to consider the importance of law enforcement reporting as a 
factor in these analyses. From 2000 to 2001, most law enforcement agencies reported the same proportion 
of all months of activity in 2000 and in 2001. However, police reporting changed in 9 counties. In 4 
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counties, the overall percentage of months of activity reported decreased from 2000 to 2001; the 
percentage improved in 5 counties. In most of these 9 counties, the changes in police reporting were very 
slight (the greatest change occurred in Gratiot County which went from 83.3 percent of all months reported 
in 2000 to 98.6 percent reported in 2001).  Among the 9 counties, 6 of the changes in reported total arrests 
were in the expected direction. That is, if the proportion of all months of police activity reported went 
down, the number of arrests also decreased or, if the proportion of all months of police activity increased, 
the number of reported arrests also grew larger. In 3 counties, the change in arrests was in the opposite 
direction. Counties in which there was a negative correlation between months reported and arrests were 
Gratiot, Macomb, and Wayne.  
 
Table 25 also presents the proportion of all arrests in a high reporting counties represented by juveniles. Of 
the 22 jurisdictions with juvenile arrests accounting for more than 10 percent of all county arrests, only 4 
were among the larger Michigan jurisdiction (Genesee, Kalamazoo, Kent and Ottawa counties). As noted 
earlier, in Ottawa County, juvenile arrests accounted for 21.9 percent of all 2001 arrests. Juvenile arrests 
were 16.8 percent of all 2001 arrests in Kent County. In Kalamazoo County, juvenile arrests were 15.4 
percent of all 2001 arrests. Genesee County juvenile represented 10.8 percent of all arrests in 2001. All 
other counties with high proportions of juvenile arrests have smaller populations. This suggests that 
although counties in which juvenile arrests represent a large proportion of total arrests may have large or 
small populations and may be rural, urban, or suburban; generally, jurisdictions with the highest juvenile 
proportion of all county arrests were counties with smaller populations.  In fact, although some of the most 
populous counties juveniles account for a relatively large proportion of arrests, some of the largest counties 
also have among the lowest juvenile percentages of total arrests. For example, Wayne County (3.8 percent) 
and Macomb County (6.1 percent) have among the lowest juvenile percentages of total arrests recorded in 
2001. 

2000-2001 County Arrest Changes 

Of the 46 high reporting counties in Table 25, 7 had changes in total juvenile arrests over 50 percent from 
2000 to 2001. These counties included: Alcona (juvenile arrests decreased by 100.0 percent), Clare 
juvenile arrests (increased by 85.2 percent), Crawford County (juvenile arrests increased 55.6 percent), 
Ingham (juvenile arrests grew by 89.5 percent), Kalkaska County (juvenile arrests dropped by 54.0 
percent), Lake (juvenile arrests decreased 100.0 percent), and Montmorency (juvenile arrests decreased 
100.0 percent). Large counties with the greatest 2000 to 2001 changes included: Ingham (up 89.5 percent 
as noted above), Macomb (up 25.9 percent), Calhoun (up 14.2 percent), Genesee (up 14.1 percent), Berrien 
(up 10.5 percent), and Kent (up 8.5 percent). With the exception of Ingham County and Macomb, all of the 
counties with changes in juvenile arrest from 2000 to 2001 greater than 25 percent were among the least 
populous Michigan counties. 
 
Chart A presents the ten counties in Michigan with the largest number of juvenile arrests. From this chart it 
can be seen that there have been major changes in rank among Michigan counties from 1996 to 2001. 
There has been no change in counties ranked first and second (Wayne and Kent, respectively); however, 
all other ranks have been shuffled. Ottawa County has moved from 10th to 4th place among all Michigan 
counties over the 1996 to 2001 period. Muskegon County fell out of the top ten in 2000.  Ingham County’s 
ranking dropped over the period, from 5th in 1996 to 8th in 2000 before returning to the 5th spot in 2001.  
 
Berrien County’s ranking has likewise fallen over the period (from 7th to 9th). Macomb County’ was not in 
the top ten counties in 1996 but is now has the 6th highest number of juvenile arrests among all counties in  
2001. Macomb was not in the highest juvenile arrest counties in 1996. 22The changes in ranking among 
counties with the largest numbers of juvenile arrests suggest that many factors are associated with crime. 

                                                           
22 Attachment H contains the 1991 to 2001 populations of Michigan counties. The ten most populous Michigan counties 
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These factors may include demographic changes, policy changes, changes in local policy makers. It would 
also appear that these factors have not been equally distributed across these counties. An analysis of 
factors that might be associated with the changes in juvenile arrests is beyond the scope of this report. 

Arrest Probabilities in Michigan Counties 

Table 26 presents an estimate of the probability of arrest for children in counties included among high 
reporting counties in the sample and statewide for 1996, 2000 and 2001. This table also presents the 
estimated number of youth between the ages of 11 and 16 in each county, the percent of all months of law 
enforcement data in the table, the number of juvenile arrests each year over the 1996-2001 period, the 
calculated probability of arrests for those juveniles23 and the percent of all arrests in that county accounted 
for by juveniles. The table presents the high reporting sample of Michigan counties from Table 25 and uses 
population estimates for 1996 and 2000 (note that the estimated 2000 11-16 age population is used for both 
2000 and 2001). The statewide probability for a juvenile to be arrested in 1996 was 4.2 percent. The 
juvenile arrest probability was 2.8 percent for 2000 and 3.0 for 2001. The juvenile arrest probability for the 
state as a whole for 1996 was only slightly different for the sample counties for 1996 (the juvenile arrest 
probabilities for the sample counties were identical to the total state population for 2000 and 2001).  The 
juvenile arrest probability for both the state as a whole and for sampled counties for 2001 (3.0 percent) was 
substantially below the estimate for 1996 but slightly above the 2000 level of 2.8 percent. 
 
Perhaps the most noteworthy aspect of Table 26 is the wide variability in the likelihood that an 11-16 year 
old will be arrested across counties. For example, a juvenile living in Wexford County apparently has a 
substantially higher probability of arrest than a juvenile living in Keweenaw County. Assuming that each 
arrest involves a different juvenile residing in the county, approximately 10.1 percent of the 11-16 year old 
juveniles in Wexford County were arrested in 2001 compared with no children arrested in Keweenaw or 
Montmorency counties in 2001). The differences between the counties in juvenile arrest probability cannot 
be explained alone by the size of the county’s juvenile population. Juveniles in the three largest counties in 
the state, Wayne, Oakland and Macomb, have a much lower probability of arrest than the state average for 
each of the years in the sample (1.7 percent, 2.2 percent, and 1.8 percent, respectively for 2001). The 
probability of arrest for Genesee County youth (the county with the fifth largest youth population) is 2.5 
percent. All jurisdictions with large populations do not have low juvenile arrests rates, however. For 
example, Kent County has the fourth largest county population and Kent County youth have 4.6 percent 
probability of arrest in 2001 that is substantially higher than the state average of 3.0 percent. There appears 
to be some evidence that there is a higher juvenile arrest probability associated with counties from the  
western and northern areas of the state than there is for eastern and southern Michigan counties. Among 
sampled counties, 83.3 percent or 5 of the 6 counties in the southeastern area of the state (Ingham, 
Livingston, Macomb, Monroe, Oakland, Wayne) had juvenile arrest probabilities lower than the state 
average for 2001. Ingham County was above the state average. Four of the 5 (80.0 percent) of the 
southwestern counties (Berrien, Calhoun, Kalamazoo, Kent, and Ottawa) had juvenile arrest probabilities 
that were equal to or greater than the state average. Calhoun had a juvenile arrest probability that was 
below the state average. Seven out of eight (87.5 percent) of the sampled counties in the Upper Peninsula 
had a juvenile arrest probability above the state average. There were not Keweenaw County juveniles 
arrested in 2001. In past analyses, a clear majority of “northern” counties had higher juvenile arrest 
probabilities than the state average. For 2002, juveniles in 21 of the 31 (67.7 percent) northern counties 

                                                                                                                                                                                             
for 2001 are: 1. Wayne (2,045,473), 2, Oakland (1,198,593), 3. Macomb (799,954), 4. Kent (590,331), 5. Genesee 
(439,117), 6. Washtenaw (326,627), 7. Ingham (278,398), 8. Ottawa (243,571), 9. Kalamazoo (238,544) and 10. Saginaw 
(209,461). 

23 Arrest probability is calculated by dividing a county’s total juvenile arrests by the estimated number of 11-16 year 
olds residing in each county for each year. 
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(upper peninsula and northern lower peninsula counties) had higher arrest probabilities equal to or greater 
than the state average. 
 
As noted previously, among counties included in the sample, Wexford County again had the highest 
juvenile arrest probability (10.1 percent) in 2001. The 2001 Wexford juvenile arrest probability is over 3 
times greater than the probability for an average Michigan juvenile. Ottawa (8.7 percent), Grand Traverse 
(8.5 percent), Alpena (6.0 percent), Gladwin (6.2 percent), Ingham (6.4 percent), Kalamazoo (6.1 percent), 
Mackinaw (6.1 percent), Manistee (6.7 percent), Otsego (7.2 percent), Ottawa (8.7 percent), and 
Roscommon (6.9 percent) are other counties with juvenile arrest probabilities equal to at least twice the 
state average.   
 
A number of counties in the sample had exceptionally low juvenile arrest probabilities.  Fifteen of the 46 
sample counties (32.6 percent) had juvenile arrest probabilities equal to or less than 2.0 percent. As noted 
earlier, Alcona County, Keweenaw County, Lake County and Montmorency County recorded no juvenile 
arrests in 2001. Other counties with very low arrest probabilities included: Antrim County (.7 percent), 
Arenac County (1.9 percent), Charlevoix County (2.0 percent), Crawford County (.9 percent), Livingston 
County (1.6 percent), Macomb County (1.8 percent), Mecosta County (1.1 percent), Monroe County (1.9 
percent), Oscoda County (1.9 percent), Presque Isle County (1.0 percent), and Wayne County (1.7 
percent).  This group of counties is an interesting mixture of large and small counties. 
 
Table 26 also demonstrates that major changes in juvenile arrests are not confined to the smallest counties.   
For example, the number of Ottawa juvenile arrests in 1996 (803 arrests) more than tripled (2,625 arrests) 
in 2000. The number of Ottawa juvenile arrests decreased somewhat in 2001 (by 9.6 percent to 2,373 
arrests). This increase in one of the ten largest counties in the state cannot be explained by improved law 
enforcement reporting levels because law enforcement reporting in 1996, 2000 and 2001 were identical 
(90 percent of all months were reported). 
 
Ottawa County arrest reporting is also striking because it had the highest percent of all arrests accounted 
for by juveniles of any county in the sample for both 2000 and 2001 after recording a percentage of 
juvenile arrests that was essentially equal to the state average of 3.9 percent in 1996. The substantial 
change in juvenile arrests for Ottawa County from 1996 to 2000 suggests the presence of serious reporting 
problems in 1996, the implementation of a very different juvenile arrest policy and/or that some other 
major change occurred in Ottawa in 1996 or in 2000 that has been continued in 2001. 
 
Table 26 presents an analysis of the probability of arrest facing juveniles in each Michigan county. The 
table does not adjust for the fact that arrest data is recorded by where arrests occur, not by where an 
arrested person resides. As a result, counties with high levels of tourism and with major expressways are 
likely to have higher non-resident levels of arrest than counties with lower levels of tourism and which are 
not close to major freeways. Table 26 also does not adjust for the fact that arrest data is not unduplicated.  
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Table 25 

Michigan Counties Ranked by Juvenile Arrests 
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Chart B 
Michigan Counties Ranked by Juvenile Arrests 

1996-2001 
 
 

County Arrests County Arrests County Arrests
Wayne 6,542 Wayne 3,502 Wayne 3,727
Kent 4,600 Kent 2,661 Kent 2,886
Oakland 3,065 Ottawa 2,625 Oakland 2,602
Kalamazoo 1,833 Oakland 2,608 Ottawa 2,373
Ingham 1,798 Kalamazoo 1,278 Ingham 1,630
Genesee 1,755 Macomb 1,089 Macomb 1,371
Berrien 1,166 Genesee 1,033 Kalamazoo 1,369
Washtenaw 1,016 Ingham 860 Genesee 1,179
Muskegon 945 Grand Traverse 784 Berrien 766
Ottawa 803 Berrien 693 Grand Traverse 708
Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports, 1996, 2000, 2001.

1996 2000 2001

 
 
Therefore, a large number of arrests involving a small number of highly delinquent youth could 
distort the probability of arrest for the general population of juveniles in a county. These factors 
doubtlessly contribute to some of the differences between counties, as well as other factors such as a 
county’s per capita number of law enforcement officers, youth diversion policies, county and 
municipal law enforcement budgets, and general tolerance for crime. 
 
An additional analysis of the relationship of county arrests and population is included in Table 27. 
This table also presents total arrests for counties in which police reported 75 percent or greater of all 
months of county law enforcement activity and includes a calculation of the probability of arrest faced 
by the total estimated population in these Michigan counties. The table also provides an opportunity 
to compare the arrest probability for the total population of a county in comparison with that of the 
juvenile population (in Table 26). Using this table, it is possible to identify which counties have a 
high level of arrests without regard to the age of the offender. In other words, comparing the arrest 
probability faced by juveniles and the probability of arrest of the total population identifies counties 
that have a policy of stricter or more lenient law enforcement practices for juveniles than for the 
general population.  
 
From Table 27 it appears that Michigan citizens, as a whole, had a lower probability of arrest than 
juveniles in 1996 (4.0 percent for Michigan citizens in general in comparison with 4.2 percent for 
juveniles, see Table 26). In 2000, however, juveniles had a lower probability of arrest than the total 
population (See Table 26, 2.8 percent for juveniles in comparison with 3.9 percent for the total 
population) and in 2001 (See Table 26, 3.0 percent in comparison with 3.6 percent). This finding may 
be contrary to the general perception that juveniles are more prone to be arrested than the general 
population.
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Michigan County Juvenile Arrest Probability Comparison for Counties in which at least 75% of all Months were Reported 
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The sample of higher reporting counties in Table 27 includes a number of counties in which both 
adults and juveniles have a substantially higher probability of arrest than the Michigan population in 
general. For example, the Wexford County population has an arrest probability in 2001 that was 
substantially greater than the arrest probability associated with the state as a whole (Wexford’s 2001 
arrest probability is 8.1 percent in comparison with the overall Michigan arrest probability of 3.6 
percent). In 1996, a Wexford County resident had a 7.3 percent probability of arrest in comparison 
with a 4.0 percent probability faced by all Michigan citizens. Wexford County juveniles had a 13.6 
percent arrest probability in 1996 in comparison with an arrest probability of 4.2 percent for all 
Michigan juveniles. In 2000, Wexford County adult arrest probability was over two times the 
statewide average and the county’s juvenile arrest rate is over 3 times the state average. As noted 
above, in 2001 Wexford County residents remained much more likely to be arrested than the typical 
Michigan citizen (8.1 percent in comparison with 3.6 percent). Wexford County juveniles also 
continued to have the highest probability of arrest (10.1 percent) than other Michigan juveniles (only 
annual 3.0 percent); however the differential is not as great as in the earlier time periods.  
 
A total of 20 of the 47 county sample or 42.6 percent of these counties had higher arrest probabilities 
for juveniles than for the total county population in 2001. Another 5 counties have arrest probabilities 
for juveniles and the general population that were equal. Twenty-three counties or 53.5 percent had 
higher juvenile arrest rates in 1996. These counties may have adopted tougher law enforcement 
practices for juvenile offenders than the general public as a policy decision. In most counties the 
reverse practice appears to be more common: apparently more lenient juvenile arrest policies in 
comparison with the general population.  
 
For example, juveniles appear to have a substantially lower arrest probability than the total population 
in Wayne County (1996: juvenile: 3.5 percent, total: 6.5 percent and 2001: juvenile: 1.7 percent, total: 
5.0 percent). Table 27 also indicates that Wayne County residents, in general, had a substantially 
higher general arrest probability than the sampled counties and the state as a whole. In 2001, the total 
Wayne County resident arrest probability was 5.0 percent in comparison with 4.2 percent for other 
high reporting counties and 3.6 percent for the state as a whole. Table 27 also suggests that the 
probability of arrest of all Michigan residents has dropped over the 1996 – 2001 period. The 
probability of arrest in 1996 was 4.0 percent. This probability declined to 3.9 percent in 2000 and 
further to 3.6 percent in 2001.  
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The wide range in the proportion of all people arrested who are juveniles in sample counties and the  
large year-to-year changes in some of the counties, such as Ottawa, suggest that very different law 
enforcement policies are used in police agencies in these areas and, perhaps, very different levels of 
juvenile crime. 
 
County officials can review Table 26 and Table 27 to determine whether these statistics reflect an 
explicit law enforcement policy adopted by their local governmental or police officials. Comparisons 
between counties in the sample, however, should also be made with care. Appendix F of the 2001 
Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Report, lists a number of factors that affect the type and 
volume of crime.24 These factors influence the volume of crime that occurs and the number of arrests 
that are reported in a jurisdiction.  
 
Table 28 presents status offenses arrests by county. As noted earlier, this offense category had the 
largest increase in arrests from 2000 to 2001 (68.4 percent) than any other offense category. Status 
offense arrests also accounted for the largest decrease from 1991 to 2001 (85.3 percent). Table 28 
suggests that arrests for these offenses occurred in very few Michigan counties in 2000 and 2001. 
Only 10, or 12.0 percent, of all Michigan counties reported any status offense arrests for in 2001, and 
most of these arrests occurred in a few counties. Ingham County alone accounted for the majority 
(81.8 percent) of all 2001 arrests for these violations. The 2001 status offense county arrest pattern is 
in stark comparison with the recent past. In 1997, for example, 73 counties or 88.0 percent of all 
Michigan counties reported status offenses arrests.  The 2000 – 2001 increase in arrests for status 
offenses was the result of an 81.8 percent increase in these arrests in Ingham County (91.7 percent of 
all Ingham County status offense arrests were for curfew/loitering violations). Adjusting out the 
Ingham County increase, Michigan arrests for status offenses would have decreased by 37.7 percent 
from 2000 to 2001. The significance of the status offense arrest decrease from 1991 to 2001 and from 
2000 to 2001 (absent the Ingham County arrests data) is deserving of further study.   
 
Because it is very unlikely that curfew violations/loitering/runaway behavior has changed by the 
amount indicated in this table, it is more likely that reporting changes or significant changes in 
Michigan police enforcement practices have been implemented for these offenses in virtually all 
counties. A determination of what caused this apparent change in reports concerning these offenses is 
beyond the scope of this analysis.  

                                                           
24 The factors listed by the Michigan State Police in this Appendix entitled “Proper Use of Data” include: missing 
data, population density, urbanization, composition of the population, stability of the population, mode of 
transportation, economic conditions, cultural characteristics, climate, strength and policies of the criminal justice 
system, and crime reporting practices of the citizenry.” Other factors include economic conditions (such as median 
income and job availability); seasonal weather conditions; relative stability of population (seasonal, transient); the 
education, recreational, and religious characteristics of the community; attitude of police toward law enforcement 
problems; degree of adherence to crime reporting standards; policies of the prosecuting officials and the courts; 
and administrative and investigative emphases of local law enforcement.   
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Status Offense Analysis by County 1997, 1999, 2000 and 2001 

Curfew/ Curfew/
County Loitering % Runaway % Total % County Loitering % Runaway % Total %
Allegan 0 0.0% 38 100.0% 38        100.0%
Barry 0 0.0% 25 100.0% 25        100.0% Eaton 2 0.2% 0.0% 2          0.1%
Bay 0 0.0% 43 100.0% 43        100.0% Genesee 98 10.2% 50 12.9% 148     11.0%
Delta 0 0.0% 31 100.0% 31        100.0% Gogebic 0 0.0% 6 1.6% 6          0.4%
Genesee 76 45.2% 92 54.8% 168     100.0% Gratiot 0 0.0% 6 1.6% 6          0.4%
Ingham 460 100.0% 0 0.0% 460     100.0% Ingham 293 30.6% 6 1.6% 299     22.2%
Kent 558 78.6% 152 21.4% 710     100.0% Kent 154 16.1% 89 23.0% 243     18.1%
Macomb 1 16.7% 5 83.3% 6          100.0% Luce 0 0.0% 2 0.5% 2          0.1%
Marquette 0 0.0% 31 100.0% 31        100.0% Macomb 5 0.5% 5 1.3% 10       0.7%
Muskegon 126 58.3% 90 41.7% 216     100.0% Marquette 0 0.0% 3 0.8% 3          0.2%
Newaygo 0 0.0% 49 100.0% 49        100.0% Muskegon 208 21.7% 190 49.1% 398     29.6%
Ottawa 0 0.0% 27 100.0% 27        100.0% Oceana 0 0.0% 1 0.3% 1          0.1%
Tuscola 0 0.0% 29 100.0% 29        100.0% Saginaw 12 1.3% 1 0.3% 13       1.0%
Van Buren 0 0.0% 54 100.0% 54        100.0% St. Clair 14 1.5% 3 0.8% 17       1.3%
Washtenaw 0 0.0% 28 100.0% 28        100.0% Van Buren 0 0.0% 1 0.3% 1          0.1%
Wayne 298 47.4% 331 52.6% 629     100.0% Washtenaw 0 0.0% 7 1.8% 7          0.5%
All Others 15 2.7% 544 97.3% 559     100.0% Wayne 172 18.0% 17 4.4% 189     14.1%
Total 1,534     49.4% 1,569      50.6% 3,103  100.0% Total 958 100.0% 387 100.0% 1,345  100.0%
A total of 78 counties or 94.0 percent of all Michigan counties reported status The majority of all status offense arrests (94.9%) are accounted for by Kent, 
   offenses arrests in 1997. See Appendix G for all 1997 status offense arrests.    Ingham, Wayne, Muskegon, and Genesee counties.
Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports, 1997

Curfew/ Curfew/
County Loitering % Runaway % Total % County Loitering % Runaway % Total %
Gogebic 0 0.0% 5 6.0% 5          1.2% Calhoun 0 0.0% 1 1.3% 1          0.1%
Ingham 206 64.2% 0 0.0% 206     50.9% Genesee 14 2.3% 25 32.5% 39       5.7%
Luce 8 2.5% 0 0.0% 8          2.0% Ingham 555 91.7% 3 3.9% 558     81.8%
Macomb 5 1.6% 0 0.0% 5          1.2% Macomb 1 0.2% 8 10.4% 9          1.3%
Marquette 1 0.3% 0 0.0% 1          0.2% Montcalm 7 1.2% 3 3.9% 10       1.5%
Muskegon 10 3.1% 16 19.0% 26        6.4% Muskegon 8 1.3% 17 22.1% 25       3.7%
Oceana 13 4.0% 9 10.7% 22        5.4% Oceana 0 0.0% 1 1.3% 1          0.1%
Saginaw 4 1.2% 19 22.6% 23        5.7% Saginaw 7 1.2% 15 19.5% 22       3.2%
Washtenaw 0 0.0% 23 27.4% 23        5.7% Washtenaw 0 0.0% 3 3.9% 3          0.4%
Wayne 74 23.1% 12 14.3% 86        21.2% Wayne 13 2.1% 1 1.3% 14       2.1%
Total 321 100.0% 84 100.0% 405     100.0% Total 605 100.0% 77 100.0% 682     100.0%

The majority of all status offense arrests (96.5%) are accounted for by
  Ingham, Wayne, and Muskegon counties.    Genesee, Ingham, Muskegon, Saginaw  and Wayne counties.

Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports, 2001

Michigan Counties with Status Offense Arrests: 2001
(As a Percent of County)

Michigan Counties with Status Offense Arrests: 1997
(As a Percent of County)

Michigan Counties with Status Offense Arrests: 1999
(As a Percent of County)

Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports, 1999

The majority of all status offense arrests (78.5%) are accounted for by 

Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports, 2000

Michigan Counties with Status Offense Arrests: 2000
(As a Percent of County)

 
 

County Arrest Summary 
The county arrest comparisons included in this report illustrate some of the problems associated with 
interpreting crime data during periods when reporting systems are undergoing change. For example, 
in 1994, 53 counties (63.9 percent) had incomplete reporting and only 30 counties or 36.1 percent had 
all law enforcement agencies reporting for all months. In 1996, the number of counties with 
incomplete reporting increased to 64 counties (77.1 percent); while in 1998, 66 counties (79.5 
percent) had less than complete crime and arrest reporting. For 1999, a larger proportion of all months 
of activity were reported (86.1 percent) but a larger number of police agencies did not report any 
activity (in 1999 11.0 percent of all police agencies did not report any months of activity in 
comparison with 10.7 percent in 1998). In 2000 and 2001, the trend toward higher levels of police 
reporting continued with 87.6 and 89.7 percent respectively of all months of activity reported.   
 
The new crime reporting system increased the number of agencies that are required to report activity 
to the state police. Despite this, the total number of months of reported law enforcement and criminal 
activity actually declined in 1996 and 1997 in comparison with earlier years. More recently, the total  



OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three-Year Plan 
Attachment 2:  Program Narrative 

 

98 

 
number of months of reported law enforcement activity has returned to levels associated with earlier 
years (see Attachment D). Obviously, if substantial levels of crime and arrests are not reported to the 
state police, the accuracy of county and state crime data will be correspondingly reduced and crime 
comparisons between years will be less useful. Tables in this report include the county’s level of law 
enforcement reporting for years included in the analyses. 
 
The county arrest analysis indicates that most juvenile arrests occur in relatively few counties (nearly 
50 percent of all Michigan juvenile arrests are recorded in the largest half dozen counties), and the 
law enforcement characteristics of these counties are very different. In particular, the juvenile 
proportion of all arrests reported in these counties varied widely. For example, Kent County police 
agencies reported that 16.8 percent of all persons arrested were juveniles in 2001. In Oakland County, 
8.3 percent of all 2001 arrests involved juveniles. However, in Wayne County only 3.6 percent of all 
persons arrested in 2001 were juveniles. For all Michigan jurisdictions combined, juveniles accounted 
for 8.5 percent of all arrests in 2001, up from 7.7 percent in 2000.  
 
The county arrest analysis also highlights the hazards of comparing samples with relatively small 
numbers. In particular, comparing arrest data involving a limited number of data points can produce 
wide swings from year to year. An example of this is Lake County. Lake County juvenile arrests 
dropped from 79 juvenile arrests in 1996 to 9 arrests in 2000 and 0 arrests in 2001. Lake County law 
enforcement agencies reported all months of activity in each of these years. Grand Traverse County 
juvenile arrests are an example of a swing in opposite direction. Grand Traverse County juvenile 
arrests jumped from 294 in 1996 to 784 in 2000 (an increase of 166.7 percent). Juvenile arrests in 
Grand Traverse decreased to 708 in 2001, which is still a 140.8 percent increase above 1996 levels. 
Grand Traverse County law enforcement agencies reported all months of activity in each of these 
years. 
 
The county arrest analysis also examined the relative probability of arrest for juveniles and the 
general population for Michigan counties. This analysis suggested that there are very different arrest 
probabilities among Michigan counties when arrests are measured as a percent of county residents. In 
2001, for example, the per capita probability of arrest in Wexford County (8.1 percent of the 
estimated 2001 population was arrested) is over 10 times greater than in Alcona County (.8 percent). 
County differences this great could be the result of major variance between the counties in law 
enforcement policy, economic conditions, police reporting practices, the amount of tourism in a 
county, the location of major roads in or near a county, reporting problems and many other factors. 
The analysis also suggests that the probability of arrest for juveniles and the county population as a 
whole also varies substantially. Wexford is again a striking example of this. The probability of arrest 
for juveniles in Wexford County in 1996 (13.6 percent) and 2001 (10.1 percent) was much higher 
than that of the county’s total population (7.3 percent in 1996 and 8.1 percent in 2001). For 2001, the 
gap between the probability of arrest for juveniles and the arrest probability for the population of 
Wexford County as a whole has significantly narrowed. This is the result of the probability of arrest 
for juveniles decreasing from previous years and the arrest probability for the county as a whole 
increasing.  However, as indicated elsewhere in this report, the 2001 Wexford County juvenile arrest 
probability remains the highest of any Michigan county. For 2001, the Wexford arrest probability for 
all citizens is also the highest in Michigan.    
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Wayne County arrests present an example of a county that appears to have more tolerant law 
enforcement toward juveniles than toward the county population as a whole. The probability of arrest 
in Wayne for juveniles adjusted for population for 1999 and 2000 is approximately one-third that of 
the total population. Future studies of county crime data will benefit from the inclusion of more years 
of data in the county arrest analysis and full implementation of the incident-based crime reporting.  
 
Summary and Key Findings 
Although Michigan police crime reporting has continued to improve in recent years, interpretation of 
2001 Michigan Uniform Crime Report data continues to be limited by less than complete police 
agency crime reporting. The percent of all months reported by Michigan law enforcement agencies to 
the Michigan State Police increased from 73.5 percent in 1997 to 84.9 percent in 1998 to 86.1 percent 
in 1999 to 87.5 percent in 2000 and 89.7 percent in 2001. This improvement is very encouraging, 
however, missing data may still significantly distort comparisons of reported crime and arrests 
between current periods of time and past years. While the 2.5 percent 2000 to 2001 improvement in 
police crime reporting is highly desirable, the increase in reporting could give a spurious indication 
that Michigan crime has increased. For example, if the actual level of Michigan crime dropped 
slightly in 2001, but crime reporting during the period increased, official crime statistics that are 
based upon reported police activity could appear to rise. Conversely, if crime increased and crime 
reporting increased, the apparent increase in “crime” would be exacerbated. To highlight the 
importance of the possible effect of the increase in crime reporting, year-to-year changes in crime 
statistics that are less than the increase in crime reporting in this section will be noted as being within 
the “error of reporting.”      
 
Even with a substantial level of missing crime data and with the possibility that increases in reported 
crime may distort year-to-year crime comparisons, several key findings and conclusions appear to be 
justified based upon the present analysis. The following are some of the most salient findings of the 
2001 juvenile crime analysis.  
 
Reported Serious Crime and All Reported Crime  
Over the 1991 to 2001 period, the level of reported serious crime (FBI index crimes against persons) 
has dropped at a greater rate than total reported crime. For this time period, total Michigan reported 
crime dropped by 15.1 percent however, crime reports involving the most serious offenses (index 
person offenses) decreased by 26.0 percent. The reduction in reported index crimes against property 
from 1991 to 2001 (29.0 percent) was slightly greater than the reduction in reports involving index 
crime against persons for the same period. In comparison with 2000, all reported crime increased 
slightly (up .9 percent) in 2001; reports involving index crimes against persons increased (by 1.6 
percent) and reports involving index crimes against property increased 1.0 percent) from 2000 to 
2001. The above increases in 2000 to 2001 crime reports for index crimes against persons, index 
property and all reported crime, are within the “error of reporting.”   
 
Comparison of Total Juvenile and Adult Arrest Rates  As measured by arrests, juvenile crime 
increased somewhat over the 2000-2001 period while adult arrests decreased. Total juvenile arrests 
increased by 5.5 percent from 2000 to 2001 but decreased by 18.2 percent from 1991 to 2001. All 
adult arrests decreased by 5.8 percent from 2000 to 2001 and by 10.2 percent from 1991 to 2001. 
Although the decrease in juvenile arrests from 1991 to 2001 is much greater than the reduction in 
adult arrests, the 2000 – 2001 decrease in adult arrests is especially noteworthy in light of the increase 
in juvenile arrests from 2000 to 2001 and at the same time that law enforcement crime reporting 
increased. 
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Comparison of Juvenile and Adult Arrest Rates for Serious Crime  
As measured by arrests, serious crime in Michigan dropped for both juveniles and adults from 2000 to 
2001 and from 1991 to 2001. However, juvenile arrests dropped at a greater rate than for adults for 
both comparisons. Juvenile arrests for FBI index crimes against persons (murder, rape, aggravated 
assault, and robbery) dropped 8.5 percent from 2000 to 2001 and by 45.2 percent from 1991 to 2001. 
In contrast, adult arrests for these crimes decreased by 2.9 percent from 2000 to 2001 and by 22.5 
percent from 1991 to 2001. The significance of the 1991 to 2001 reductions for juvenile arrests for 
these crimes (45.2 percent) cannot be definitely gauged because of differences in police reporting 
from 1991 to 2001; however, the more significant juvenile arrest drop over the ten-year period 
supports the position that there has been a substantial decline in serious juvenile crime. It is also noted 
that the 2.9 percent decrease in adult arrests for these crimes and the 8.5 percent 2000 to 2001 
reduction in juvenile arrests for these crimes occurred at the same time that police crime reporting 
improved. 
 
Juvenile Status Offense Reductions Arrests among juveniles for status offenses (runaway and 
curfew/loitering violations) appear to have dropped dramatically over the period studied. Reported 
status offense arrests decreased by 85.3 percent from 1991 to 2001. However, for the first time in 
several years the number of arrests involving these offenses increased from the previous year. From 
2000 to 2001, the number of status offense arrests increased by 68.4 percent. The magnitude of this 
increase is as remarkable as the previous drop in reported arrests for these offenses; however the 2000 
– 2001 increase in arrests for status offenses resulted from an 81.8 percent increase in these arrests in 
Ingham County. Adjusting out the Ingham County increase, Michigan arrests for status offenses 
would have actually significantly decreased from 2000 to 2001 (by 37.7 percent). The significance of 
the status offense arrest decrease from 1991 to the present and from 2000 to 2001 (adjusting the 
Ingham County arrests data) is deserving of further study. It does not appear that the change in 
reporting system explains the reduction in reported arrests for these behaviors.  
 
Increased Rate of Arrests  The ratio of reported arrests for all reported offenses improved over the 
1991 to 2001 period but fell somewhat from 2000 to 2001.   Comparing reported offenses and 
reported arrests would support the position that a person engaged in crime had a greater probability of 
being arrested in 2001 than he would have had in 1991. Because total reported offenses over the 
period had a larger proportional decrease than reported arrests, the ratio of reported arrests to offenses 
improved (from 1 arrests for every 3.2 reported offenses in 1991 to 1 arrest for every 3.0 reported 
offenses in 2001). Reported arrests as a percent of total reported offenses in Michigan improved in 
relative terms from 31.6 percent in 1991 to 33.2 percent in 2001. However, for arrests for all index 
crimes, the arrest percentage decreased from 15.3 percent in 1991 to 13.5 percent in 2001. Arrests for 
FBI index crimes against persons improved slightly from 1991 to 2001 (from 31.6 percent of all 
reports for these crimes in 1991 to 32.1 percent in 2001). However, index property crime arrests for 
these crimes in 1991 were 12.8 percent of reported offenses and fell to 10.6 percent in 2001. 
 
From 2000 to 2001 the ratio of total reported arrests to offenses fell off slightly (there was one arrest 
for every 2.9 offenses in 2000 in comparison with one arrest for every 3.0 reported offenses in 2001). 
This general pattern also held for arrests involving serious index crimes against persons, part II 
crimes, and all index crime. Expressed as percentages, arrests for index crimes against persons were 
33.4 percent of reported offenses in 2000 and 32.1 percent in 2001. The arrest percentage for all index 
crimes increased slightly from 13.2 percent in 2000 to 13.5 percent in 2001. The arrest percentage for 
all part II crimes dropped from 48.1 percent in 2000 to 44.7 percent in 2001. Arrests involving index 
property crimes; however, increased from 10.1 percent in 2000 to 10.6 of reported offenses in 2001.   
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This analysis suggests that there has been a slight improvement in the probability of arrest for all 
reported crime from 1991 to 2001, but that this trend is not true for all crime categories. Furthermore, 
there are indications that from 2000 to 2001 the reported offense to arrest trend may be in the opposite 
direction for most crime categories. It should be noted that most of the changes are slight and may be 
within the “error of reporting.”     
 
Increased Female Involvement in Crime  
The female proportion of all persons arrested in Michigan increased over the 1991 to 2001 period for 
all crime categories. Although crime remains primarily a male activity (only 21.2 percent of all 
persons arrested in 2001 were female), the proportion of all persons arrested who are females has 
increased over the 1991 to 2001 period (by 13.7 percent). This trend is most clear for the most serious 
crimes. Michigan female proportion of all arrests for index crimes against persons grew from 11.6 
percent in 1991 to 20.5 percent in 2001. This represents a proportional increase of 77.3 percent in the 
percentage of females arrested for these serious crimes from 1991 to 2001. From 2000 to 2001, 
however, the female percentage of all persons arrested for index crimes involving persons, index 
crimes involving property, for all index offenses and for all crimes decreased slightly. The female 
proportion of all index person crimes went from 20.7 to 20.5 percent; female property index arrests 
went from 30.3 percent to 29.9 percent; female arrests for all index crimes went from 27.0 percent to 
26.9 percent; but female arrests for all crime increased from 20.9 to 21.2 percent for all crimes over 
this period of time. Except for female arrests for all crimes, based upon the 2000 – 2001 arrest data, 
there may be signs that the greater involvement of females in crime may be moderating. 
 
County Juvenile Arrests  
 The county crime analysis conducted for this project indicated that among Michigan counties with 
high levels of police crime reporting, there were many significant crime and crime enforcement 
differences between Michigan counties. Counties differed widely regarding the juvenile portion of all 
persons arrested, the probability of arrest facing juveniles and the general population and total arrest 
trends. Although there appeared to be some differences between regions of the state in terms of crime 
and law enforcement, these factors and population size frequently could not explain major differences 
between the counties.  For example in 2000, Wayne County had the 5th lowest proportion of juvenile 
arrests in the state. Juveniles were only 2.8 percent of all people arrested in Wayne County in 2000. In 
2001, Wayne County juvenile percent ranking remained the 5th lowest among counties with high 
levels of crime reporting, however, the juvenile percentage of all Wayne County arrests increased to 
3.6 percent. Four counties (Alcona, Keweenaw, Lake and Montmorency Counties) recorded zero 
juvenile arrests. Ottawa County was an example of a county with a very high proportion of all arrests 
accounted for by juveniles. Ottawa County juveniles accounted for 21.9 percent of all county arrests 
in 2001. This is down somewhat from the Ottawa juvenile arrest percentage in 2000 (the Ottawa 2000 
juvenile arrest percentage was 22.8 percent).  
 
Per capita arrest probabilities of Michigan counties were calculated on a sample of counties with high 
levels of police reporting. There appear to be major differences in the probability of arrests facing 
juveniles and the general public in various Michigan counties. For 2001, Wexford County had the 
highest per capita juvenile arrest probability (juvenile arrests in Wexford were equal to 10.1 percent 
of the county’s 11-16 year old population). The counties with the highest and lowest overall 2000 per 
capita arrest probability were Wexford County (8.1 percent), and Lake and Montmorency Counties 
had virtually a zero arrest probability (0.0 percent). Based upon this analysis, the overall arrest 
probability faced by Michiganders has dropped from 4.0 percent in 1996 to 3.6 percent in 2001. 
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Annual County Crime Analysis 
The analysis of annual county crime data has the potential to be very useful to local and state policy 
makers in the future. Crime and arrest data could be used to fashion law enforcement crime control 
and prevention tactics, predict crime patterns, determine where resources should be directed and 
evaluate the impact of criminal justice interventions. The variability of the data over the 1996 to 2001 
period, however, suggests that the utility of Uniform Crime Report data for these purposes remains 
limited. Although the level of law enforcement reporting has improved, the year-to-year county crime 
comparisons vary substantially and could be more related to reporting rather than actual changes in 
crime or arrests. Even where law enforcement reporting is complete, apparent changes in crime and 
arrests may occur for reasons other than actual changes in crime. For example, the analysis of county 
1991-2001 status offense arrests suggests that major policy changes have impacted crime and arrests 
related to these offenses. It is very unlikely that the actual incidence of status offense behavior has 
been reduced to the extent indicated in the arrest data.   
 
Implementation of the Incident-Based Reporting System  
The conversion to the Michigan Incident Crime Reporting (MICR) system is continuing, however, the 
conversion is by no means complete. Several major law enforcement agencies including Ann Arbor 
Police Department, Detroit Police Department, Flint Police Department, Grand Rapids Police 
Department, Ingham County Sheriff, Lansing Police Department and Macomb County Sheriff did not 
provide data in the new MICR system (although most provided activity data in the UCR system).  The 
percent of all months of law enforcement activity that was reported to the Michigan State Police has 
increased in recent years. The percent of all months of activity has increased from 83.4 percent in 
1994 to 89.9 percent in 2001 (an increase of 7.8 percent). More importantly, the conversion to the 
new reporting system resulted in an increase in the number of agencies required to report law 
enforcement activity to the state police (in 1994, 698 agencies were required to report and in 2001, 
720 agencies were required to report activity data). The number of months of law enforcement 
activity reported to the MSP increased from 6,983 months of data in 1994 to 7,769 months in 2001 
(an increase of 11.3 percent). This increase is a very positive development; although, 10.1 percent of 
all months not reported in 2001 represents 873 months of unknown police activity. This level of 
police non-reporting creates a major degree of uncertainty regard the status of crime in Michigan.   
In summary, while there is clear evidence of improvement, Michigan law enforcement crime reporting appears 
to be some distance from the established goals of full conversion to the new MICR reporting system and 100 
percent reporting. Until the new crime reporting system is fully implemented and has operated for a period of 
time, crime analysis will not fulfill the potential it holds to be an important tool for effective criminal justice 
policy development. 
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Appendix A: Michigan Crime Data 1972-2001 
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Table 1a 
 

Total Michigan Reported Crime: 1972-1986 – Table 1b 
Total Michigan Reported Crime:  1987-2001 
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Table 2a 

Michigan Juvenile Arrests by Type of Crime:  1991-2001 

OFFENSE 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

2000-01 
% 

Change

1991-01 
% 

Change
Index Offenses

Murder 122 92 86 109 81 36 53 20 24              14              16              14.3% -86.9%
Rape 214 340 252 204 199 190 175 171 178            133            185            39.1% -13.6%
Robbery 626 628 658 777 661 532 534 386 258            175            184            5.1% -70.6%
Aggravated Assault 1,293 1,605 1,587 1,852 1,580 1,168 1,264 1,189 967            816            850            4.2% -34.3%

Person Index Subtotal 2,255 2,665 2,583 2,942 2,521 1,926 2,026 1,766 1,427 1,138 1,235 8.5% -45.2%
Burglary 2,517 2,631 2,633 2,739 2,415 2,232 2,021 1,880 1,577         1,259         1,370         8.8% -45.6%
Larceny 11,975 11,405 10,421 10,867 9,500 8,721 8,875 7,339 7,048         6,646         6,996         5.3% -41.6%
Auto Theft 1,378 1,384 1,330 1,572 1,268 1,189 908 799 825            701            754            7.6% -45.3%
Arson 173 291 245 244 243 179 191 193 169            133            156            17.3% -9.8%

Property Index Subtotal 16,043 15,711 14,629 15,422 13,426 12,321 11,995 10,211 9,619 8,739 9,276 6.1% -42.2%
Part I (Total Index) 18,298 18,376 17,212 18,364 15,947 14,247 14,021 11,977 11,046 9,877 10,511 6.4% -42.6%
Part II Total 14,955 15,470 15,821 18,005 17,242 17,803 19,427 21,649 20,375 19,085 19,778 3.6% 32.3%
Status Offenses 4,629 5,095 5,948 6,764 6,814 4,112 3,115 2,310 1,345         405            682            68.4% -85.3%
Total Arrests 37,882 38,941 38,981 43,133 40,003 36,162 36,563 35,936 32,766      29,367      30,971      5.5% -18.2%

Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports 1991-01.  
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Table 6a 
Michigan Juvenile Apprehensions by Rate and Category of Crime: 1991-2001 

   Juvenile Arrest Rate for: 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
2000-2001 
% Change

1991-2001 
% Change

Type I Felonies 3.54 4.24 3.98 4.31 3.65 2.89 3.09 2.60 2.22 1.80 2.02 12.8% -42.7%

Person Index Crimes 2.83 3.30 3.13 3.52 2.98 2.29 2.39 2.02 1.61 1.30 1.40 7.6% -50.6%

Property Index Crimes 20.11 19.45 17.70 18.47 15.86 14.64 14.16 11.67 10.85 9.97 10.49 5.2% -47.8%

Total Index Offenses 22.93 22.75 20.83 21.99 18.83 16.93 16.56 13.69 12.46 11.27 11.88 5.5% -48.2%

Total Part II Crimes 18.74 19.15 19.14 21.56 20.36 21.16 22.94 24.74 22.98 21.77 22.36 2.7% 19.3%

Status Offenses 5.80 6.31 7.20 8.10 8.05 4.89 3.68 2.64 1.52 0.46 0.77 66.9% -86.7%
All Offense Categories 47.48 48.20 47.17 51.64 47.25 42.98 43.17 41.07 36.96 33.50 35.01 4.5% -26.3%
Arrest data in this table is from Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports 1991-2001.  

 
  

Table 8a 
Michigan Adult Arrest by Type of Crime: 1991-2001 

OFFENSE 1991 1992 1993 1994   1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

2000-01 
% 

Change

1991-01 
% 

Change
Index Offenses

Murder 1,851 1,758 1,623 1,565 1,338 1,173 1,209 1,494 1,292 1,342 743 -44.6% -59.9%
Rape 2,064 1,998 1,763 1,767 1,509 1,531 1,318 1,403 1,369 1,295 1,259 -2.8% -39.0%
Robbery 4,622 4,309 4,235 3,958 3,421 3,199 3,014 2,957 2,836 2,840 2,768 -2.5% -40.1%
Aggravated Assault 12,638 12,678 13,091 13,389 13,921 13,378 12,561 13,493 12,329 11,429 11,639 1.8% -7.9%

   Person Index Subtotal 21,175 20,743 20,712 20,679 20,189 19,281 18,102 19,347 17,826 16,906 16,409 -2.9% -22.5%
Burglary 8,896 7,517 7,037 6,716 6,693 6,026 5,315 5,742 5,616 5,379 5,112 -5.0% -42.5%
Larceny 35,349 31,380 26,842 25,693 23,284 23,066 21,441 20,686 19,576 18,719 20,363 8.8% -42.4%
Auto Theft 2,689 2,400 2,005 2,212 2,034 1,950 1,692 1,774 1,905 1,871 1,894 1.2% -29.6%
Arson 430 456 439 470 503 498 511 493 441 421 380 -9.7% -11.6%

   Property Index Subtotal 47,364 41,753 36,323 35,091 32,514 31,540 28,959 28,695 27,538 26,390 27,749 5.1% -41.4%
Part I (Total Index) 68,539 62,496 57,035 55,770 52,703 50,821 47,061 48,042 45,364 43,296 44,158 2.0% -35.6%
Part II Total 302,533 292,315 284,800 289,333 302,045 303,501 292,532 335,414 322,331 310,381 289,143 -6.8% -4.4%
Total Arrests 371,072 354,811 341,835 345,103 354,748 354,322 339,593 383,456 367,695 353,677 333,301 -5.8% -10.2%
Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports 1991-01.  
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Table 5a 
Total Michigan Juvenile Apprehension for Type 1 Felonies: 1991-2001 

Type I Felonies 1991 1992 1993 1994     1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
2000-01 

% Change
1991-01 

% Change
Murder 122 92 86 109 81 36 53 20 24 14 16 14.3% -86.9%
Rape 214 340 252 204 199 190 175 171 178 133 185 39.1% -13.6%
Robbery 626 628 658 777 661 532 534 386 258 175 184 5.1% -70.6%
Aggravated Assault 1,293 1,605 1,587 1,852 1,580 1,168 1,264 1,189 967 816 850 4.2% -34.3%
Sex Offenses (Not rape/prost.) 393 470 464 413 328 325 397 312 372 303 384 26.7% -2.3%
Arson 173 291 245 244 243 179 191 193 169 133 156 17.3% -9.8%
    Total Type I Felonies 2,821 3,426 3,292 3,599 3,092 2,430 2,614 2,271 1,968 1,574 1,775 12.8% -37.1%

Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports 1991-01.  
Table 9a 

Total Michigan Adult Arrests for Type 1 Felonies: 1991-2001 

Type I Felonies 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

2000-01 
% 

Change

1991-01 
% 

Change
Murder 1,851 1,758 1,623 1,565 1,338 1,173 1,209 1,494 1,292 1,342 743 -44.6% -59.9%
Rape 2,064 1,998 1,763 1,767 1,509 1,531 1,318 1,403 1,369 1,295 1,259 -2.8% -39.0%
Robbery 4,622 4,309 4,235 3,958 3,421 3,199 3,014 2,957 2,836 2,840 2,768 -2.5% -40.1%
Aggravated Assault 12,638 12,678 13,091 13,389 13,921 13,378 12,561 13,493 12,329 11,429 11,639 1.8% -7.9%
Sex Offenses (Not rape/prost.) 2,386 2,535 2,320 2,090 1,964 1,827 1,909 1,705 1,654 1,518 1,690 11.3% -29.2%
Arson 430 456 439 470 503 498 511 493 441 421 380 -9.7% -11.6%
    Total Type I Felonies 23,991 23,734 23,471 23,239 22,656 21,606 20,522 21,545 19,921 18,845 18,479 -1.9% -23.0%

Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports 1991-01.  
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Table 11a 

Juvenile Proportion of All Michigan Arrests: 1991-2001 

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
2000-01 

% Change
1991-01 

% Change
Juvenile % of All Type I Felony Arrests 10.5     12.6     12.3     13.4     11.8     10.1     11.3     11.3     9.0       7.7       8.8       13.7% -16.7%
Juvenile % of All Index Person Arrests 9.6       11.4     11.1     12.5     11.1     9.1       10.1     8.4       7.4       6.3       7.0       11.0% -27.1%
Juvenile % of All Index Property Arrests 25.3     27.3     28.7     30.5     29.2     28.1     29.3     26.5     25.9     24.9     25.1     0.7% -1.0%
Juvenile % of Total Index Arrests 21.1     22.7     23.2     24.8     23.2     21.9     23.0     20.0     19.6     18.6     19.2     3.5% -8.9%
Juvenile % of Total Arrests 9.3       9.9       10.2     11.1     10.1     9.3       9.7       8.6       8.2       7.7       8.5       10.9% -8.6%
Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports, 1991-2001.  
  



OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three-Year Plan 
Attachment 2:  Program Narrative 

 

109 

Table 12a  - Total Michigan Arrests by Type of Crime 
2000-2001 1991-01

OFFENSE 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 % Change % Change

Index Offenses
Murder 1,973 1,850 1,709 1,674 1,419 1,209 1,262 1,514 1,316 1,356 759 -44.0% -61.5%

     % of all Reported 196.7% 197.0% 185.4% 184.2% 180.8% 173.0% 175.0% 211.5% 195.0% 202.7% 114.8% -43.3% -41.6%

Rape 2,278 2,338 2,015 1,971 1,708 1,721 1,493 1,574 1,547 1,428 1,444 1.1% -36.6%

     % of all Reported 31.4% 31.4% 27.5% 30.6% 30.7% 34.0% 33.2% 29.8% 32.9% 28.7% 27.1% -5.8% -13.9%

Robbery 5,248 4,937 4,893 4,735 4,082 3,731 3,548 3,343 3,094 3,015 2,952 -2.1% -43.8%

     % of all Reported 23.2% 23.8% 22.0% 22.1% 23.5% 22.9% 25.4% 22.0% 22.7% 22.5% 23.1% 2.6% -0.8%

Aggravated Assault 13,931 14,283 14,678 15,241 15,501 14,546 13,825 14,682 13,296 12,245 12,489 2.0% -10.4%

     % of all Reported 32.1% 33.4% 33.6% 35.9% 39.8% 40.7% 41.0% 36.6% 37.6% 35.0% 34.5% -1.2% 7.6%

Person Index Subtotal 23,430 23,408 23,295 23,621 22,710 21,207 20,128 21,113 19,253 18,044 17,644 -2.2% -24.7%

     % of all Reported 31.6% 32.6% 31.4% 33.2% 36.2% 36.7% 38.1% 34.5% 35.4% 33.4% 32.1% -3.8% 1.7%

Burglary 11,413 10,148 9,670 9,455 9,108 8,258 7,336 7,622 7,193 6,638 6,482 -2.4% -43.2%

     % of all Reported 10.4% 10.5% 10.6% 10.7% 11.2% 10.4% 10.3% 9.4% 10.2% 9.8% 9.1% -6.7% -12.6%

Larceny 47,324 42,785 37,263 36,560 32,784 31,787 30,316 28,025 26,624 25,365 27,359 7.9% -42.2%

     % of all Reported 14.9% 14.6% 13.3% 13.4% 12.8% 12.8% 12.6% 11.1% 11.9% 11.5% 12.3% 6.9% -17.8%

Auto Theft 4,067 3,784 3,335 3,786 3,302 3,139 2,600 2,573 2,730 2,572 2,648 3.0% -34.9%

     % of all Reported 6.5% 6.5% 5.9% 6.3% 5.7% 5.0% 4.3% 4.5% 5.1% 4.8% 5.1% 6.1% -22.0%

Arson 603 747 684 714 746 677 702 686 610 554 536 -3.2% -11.1%

     % of all Reported 12.7% 16.5% 16.1% 16.8% 18.6% 14.9% 13.8% 13.7% 13.4% 12.2% 12.6% 3.1% -1.2%

   Property Index Subtotal 63,407 57,464 50,952 50,515 45,940 43,861 40,954 38,906 37,157 35,129 37,025 5.4% -41.6%

     % of all Reported 12.8% 12.7% 11.8% 11.9% 11.5% 11.1% 10.9% 9.8% 10.5% 10.1% 10.6% 4.4% -17.7%

Part I (Total Index) 86,837 80,872 74,247 74,136 68,650 65,068 61,082 60,019 56,410 53,173 54,669 2.8% -37.0%

     % of all Reported 15.3% 15.4% 14.7% 14.9% 14.8% 14.4% 14.2% 13.2% 13.8% 13.2% 13.5% 1.7% -11.8%

Part II Total 317,488 307,785 300,621 307,336 319,287 321,304 311,957 357,063 342,706 329,466 308,921 -6.2% -2.7%

     % of all Reported 43.8% 43.8% 43.1% 43.9% 48.1% 48.8% 51.4% 52.1% 52.0% 48.1% 44.7% -7.0% 1.9%

Status Offenses 4,629 5,095 5,948 6,767 6,814 4,112 3,117 2,310 1,345 405 682 68.4% -85.3%

     % of all Reported N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.

Total Arrests 408,954 393,752 380,816 388,236 394,751 390,484 376,156 419,392 400,461 383,044 364,272 -4.9% -10.9%

     % of all Reported 31.6% 32.1% 31.7% 32.4% 35.0% 35.1% 36.3% 36.8% 37.6% 35.2% 33.2% -5.8% 4.9%

Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports 1991-01.  
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Appendix B: Michigan Arrest by Age, Race and Gender 1991 - 2001
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Table B-1 (Continued) 
1991 Michigan Arrests for Index Offenses Against Persons by Age, Race and Gender 
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Table B-2 
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Table B-2 (Continued)  
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Table B-3 
1993 Michigan Arrests for Index Offenses Against Persons by Age, Race and Gender 
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Table B-3 (Continued) 
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Table B-4 

1994 Michigan Arrests for Index Offenses Against Persons by Age, Race and Gender 
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Table B-4 (Continued) 
1994 Michigan Arrests for Index Offenses Against Property by Age, Race and Gender 
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 Table B-5  

1995 Michigan Arrests for Index Offenses Against Persons by Age, Race and Gender 
 



OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three-Year Plan 
Attachment 2:  Program Narrative 

 

120 

Table B-5 (Continued) 

1995 Michigan Arrests for Index Offenses Against Property by Age, Race and Gender 
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 Table B-6 

1996 Michigan Arrests for Index Offenses Against Persons by Age, Race and Gender 
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 Table B-7  

1997 Michigan Arrests for Index Offenses Against Persons by Age, Race and Gender

Offense                     MALE                     FEMALE          TOTAL
Race Juvenile % Adult % Total % Juvenile % Adult % Total % Juvenile % Adult % Total %

Murder
Black 45 84.9% 882 85.4% 927 85.4% 0 N.A. 150 85.2% 150 85.2% 45 84.9% 1,032 85.4% 1,077 85.3%
White 7 13.2% 139 13.5% 146 13.4% 0 N.A. 26 14.8% 26 14.8% 7 13.2% 165 13.6% 172 13.6%

    Other/Unknown 1 1.9% 12 1.2% 13 1.2% 0 N.A. 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 1.9% 12 1.0% 13 1.0%
Total 53 100.0% 1,033 100.0% 1,086 100.0% 0 N.A. 176 100.0% 176 100.0% 53 100.0% 1,209 100.0% 1,262 100.0%

% of Total 86.1% 13.9% 100.0% 4.2% 95.8% 100.0%
Rape

Black 63 38.7% 752 58.5% 815 56.2% 1 8.3% 10 31.3% 11 25.0% 64 36.6% 762 57.8% 826 55.3%
White 97 59.5% 511 39.7% 608 42.0% 11 91.7% 21 65.6% 32 72.7% 108 61.7% 532 40.4% 640 42.9%

    Other/Unknown 3 1.8% 23 1.8% 26 1.8% 0 0.0% 1 3.1% 1 2.3% 3 1.7% 24 1.8% 27 1.8%
Total 163 100.0% 1,286 100.0% 1,449 100.0% 12 100.0% 32 100.0% 44 100.0% 175 100.0% 1,318 100.0% 1,493 100.0%

% of Total 97.1% 2.9% 100.0% 11.7% 88.3% 100.0%
Robbery

Black 372 75.6% 2,150 78.4% 2,522 78.0% 19 45.2% 208 76.5% 227 72.3% 391 73.2% 2,358 78.2% 2,749 77.5%
White 116 23.6% 566 20.6% 682 21.1% 22 52.4% 58 21.3% 80 25.5% 138 25.8% 624 20.7% 762 21.5%

    Other/Unknown 4 0.8% 26 0.9% 30 0.9% 1 2.4% 6 2.2% 7 2.2% 5 0.9% 32 1.1% 37 1.0%
Total 492 100.0% 2,742 100.0% 3,234 100.0% 42 100.0% 272 100.0% 314 100.0% 534 100.0% 3,014 100.0% 3,548 100.0%

% of Total 91.1% 8.9% 100.0% 15.1% 84.9% 100.0%
Aggravated Assault

Black 380 38.9% 5,452 56.5% 5,832 54.9% 147 51.0% 2,091 71.7% 2,238 69.9% 527 41.7% 7,543 60.1% 8,070 58.4%
White 574 58.8% 4,058 42.1% 4,632 43.6% 138 47.9% 791 27.1% 929 29.0% 712 56.3% 4,849 38.6% 5,561 40.2%

    Other/Unknown 22 2.3% 135 1.4% 157 1.5% 3 1.0% 34 1.2% 37 1.2% 25 2.0% 169 1.3% 194 1.4%
Total 976 100.0% 9,645 100.0% 10,621 100.0% 288 100.0% 2,916 100.0% 3,204 100.0% 1,264 100.0% 12,561 100.0% 13,825 100.0%

% of Total 76.8% 23.2% 100.0% 9.1% 90.9% 100.0%

Total Arrests Involving Index Crimes Against Persons
Black 860 51.1% 9,236 62.8% 10,096 61.6% 167 48.8% 2,459 72.4% 2,626 70.3% 1,027 50.7% 11,695 64.6% 12,722 63.2%
White 794 47.1% 5,274 35.9% 6,068 37.0% 171 50.0% 896 26.4% 1,067 28.5% 965 47.6% 6,170 34.1% 7,135 35.4%

    Other/Unknown 30 1.8% 196 1.3% 226 1.4% 4 1.2% 41 1.2% 45 1.2% 34 1.7% 237 1.3% 271 1.3%
Total 1,684 100.0% 14,706 100.0% 16,390 100.0% 342 100.0% 3,396 100.0% 3,738 100.0% 2,026 100.0% 18,102 100.0% 20,128 100.0%

% of Total 81.4% 18.6% 100.0% 10.1% 89.9% 100.0%
The source of the above data is the Crime Reporting Section, Michigan State Police.
Other/Unknown category includes American Indian, Alaskan, Asian, Pacific Islander, Hispanic, and persons whose race was not known.
Due to rounding totals may not equal 100%.
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Table B-7 (Continued) 

Offense                     MALE                     FEMALE          TOTAL
Race Juvenile % Adult % Total % Juvenile % Adult % Total % Juvenile % Adult % Total %

Burglary
Black 539 29.0% 2,415 49.5% 2,954 43.9% 37 22.4% 195 44.4% 232 38.4% 576 28.5% 2,610 49.1% 3,186 43.4%
White 1,291 69.6% 2,396 49.1% 3,687 54.8% 126 76.4% 239 54.4% 365 60.4% 1,417 70.1% 2,635 49.6% 4,052 55.2%

    Other/Unknown 26 1.4% 65 1.3% 91 1.4% 2 1.2% 5 1.1% 7 1.2% 28 1.4% 70 1.3% 98 1.3%
Total 1,856 100.0% 4,876 100.0% 6,732 100.0% 165 100.0% 439 100.0% 604 100.0% 2,021 100.0% 5315 100.0% 7,336 100.0%

% of Total 91.8% 8.2% 100.0% 27.5% 72.5% 100.0%
Larceny

Black 1,595 27.2% 5,969 43.1% 7,564 38.4% 793 26.3% 3,387 44.6% 4,180 39.4% 2,388 26.9% 9,356 43.6% 11,744 38.7%
White 4,110 70.2% 7,466 53.9% 11,576 58.8% 2,150 71.2% 3,904 51.4% 6,054 57.0% 6,260 70.5% 11,370 53.0% 17,630 58.2%

    Other/Unknown 150 2.6% 412 3.0% 562 2.9% 77 2.5% 303 4.0% 380 3.6% 227 2.6% 715 3.3% 942 3.1%
Total 5,855 100.0% 13,847 100.0% 19,702 100.0% 3,020 100.0% 7,594 100.0% 10,614 100.0% 8,875 100.0% 21,441 100.0% 30,316 100.0%

% of Total 65.0% 35.0% 100.0% 29.3% 70.7% 100.0%
Motor Vehicle Theft

Black 291 39.5% 791 52.5% 1,082 48.2% 32 18.7% 91 49.2% 123 34.6% 323 35.6% 882 52.1% 1,205 46.3%
White 424 57.5% 683 45.3% 1,107 49.3% 134 78.4% 90 48.6% 224 62.9% 558 61.5% 773 45.7% 1,331 51.2%

    Other/Unknown 22 3.0% 33 2.2% 55 2.5% 5 2.9% 4 2.2% 9 2.5% 27 3.0% 37 2.2% 64 2.5%
Total 737 100.0% 1,507 100.0% 2,244 100.0% 171 100.0% 185 100.0% 356 100.0% 908 100.0% 1,692 100.0% 2,600 100.0%

% of Total 86.3% 13.7% 100.0% 34.9% 65.1% 100.0%
Arson

Black 26 15.6% 200 51.2% 226 40.5% 9 37.5% 89 74.2% 98 68.1% 35 18.3% 289 56.6% 324 46.2%
White 138 82.6% 184 47.1% 322 57.7% 13 54.2% 31 25.8% 44 30.6% 151 79.1% 215 42.1% 366 52.1%

    Other/Unknown 3 1.8% 7 1.8% 10 1.8% 2 8.3% 0 0.0% 2 1.4% 5 2.6% 7 1.4% 12 1.7%
Total 167 100.0% 391 100.0% 558 100.0% 24 100.0% 120 100.0% 144 100.0% 191 100.0% 511 100.0% 702 100.0%

% of Total 79.5% 20.5% 100.0% 27.2% 72.8% 100.0%

Total Arrests Involving Index Crimes Against Property
Black 2,451 28.5% 9,375 45.5% 11,826 40.5% 871 25.8% 3,762 45.1% 4,633 39.5% 3,322 27.7% 13,137 45.4% 16,459 40.2%
White 5,963 69.2% 10,729 52.0% 16,692 57.1% 2,423 71.7% 4,264 51.1% 6,687 57.1% 8,386 69.9% 14,993 51.8% 23,379 57.1%

    Other/Unknown 201 2.3% 517 2.5% 718 2.5% 86 2.5% 312 3.7% 398 3.4% 287 2.4% 829 2.9% 1,116 2.7%
Total 8,615 100.0% 20,621 100.0% 29,236 100.0% 3,380 100.0% 8,338 100.0% 11,718 100.0% 11,995 100.0% 28,959 100.0% 40,954 100.0%

% of Total 71.4% 28.6% 100.0% 29.3% 70.7% 100.0%

Total Arrests for All Index Crimes 
Black 3,311 32.1% 18,611 52.7% 21,922 48.0% 1,038 27.9% 6,221 53.0% 7,259 47.0% 4,349 31.0% 24,832 52.8% 29,181 47.8%
White 6,757 65.6% 16,003 45.3% 22,760 49.9% 2,594 69.7% 5,160 44.0% 7,754 50.2% 9,351 66.7% 21,163 45.0% 30,514 50.0%

    Other/Unknown 231 2.2% 713 2.0% 944 2.1% 90 2.4% 353 3.0% 443 2.9% 321 2.3% 1,066 2.3% 1,387 2.3%
Total 10,299 100.0% 35,327 100.0% 45,626 100.0% 3,722 100.0% 11,734 100.0% 15,456 100.0% 14,021 100.0% 47,061 100.0% 61,082 100.0%

% of Total 74.7% 25.3% 100.0% 23.0% 77.0% 100.0%

Total Arrests for All Crimes 
Black 7,299 27.9% 112,525 41.1% 119,824 39.9% 2,078 20.0% 25,613 39.0% 27,691 36.4% 9,377 25.6% 138,138 40.7% 147,515 39.2%
White 18,245 69.7% 154,915 56.5% 173,160 57.7% 8,029 77.4% 38,467 58.6% 46,496 61.2% 26,274 71.9% 193,382 56.9% 219,656 58.4%

    Other/Unknown 641 2.4% 6,538 2.4% 7,179 2.4% 271 2.6% 1,535 2.3% 1,806 2.4% 912 2.5% 8,073 2.4% 8,985 2.4%
Total 26,185 100.0% 273,978 100.0% 300,163 100.0% 10,378 100.0% 65,615 100.0% 75,993 100.0% 36,563 100.0% 339,593 100.0% 376,156 100.0%

% of Total 79.8% 20.2% 100.0% 9.7% 90.3% 100.0%
The source of the above data is the Crime Reporting Section, Michigan State Police.
Other/Unknown category includes American Indian, Alaskan, Asian, Pacific Islander, Hispanic, and persons whose race was not known.
Due to rounding totals may not equal 100%. 
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Table B-8 
1998 Michigan Arrests for Index Offenses Against Persons by Age, Race and Gender 

Offense          MALE         FEMALE      TOTAL
Race Juvenile % Adult % Total % Juvenile % Adult % Total % Juvenile % Adult % Total %

Murder
Black 10 52.6% 1,089 86.4% 1,099 85.9% 0 N.A. 188 80.3% 188 80.0% 10 50.0% 1,277 85.5% 1,287 85.0%
White 7 36.8% 162 12.9% 169 13.2% 1 100.0% 44 18.8% 45 19.1% 8 40.0% 206 13.8% 214 14.1%

    Other/Unknown 2 10.5% 9 0.7% 11 0.9% 0 N.A. 2 0.9% 2 0.9% 2 10.0% 11 0.7% 13 0.9%
Total 19 100.0% 1,260 100.0% 1,279 100.0% 1 100.0% 234 100.0% 235 100.0% 20 100.0% 1,494 100.0% 1,514 100.0%

% of Total 84.5% 15.5% 100.0% 1.3% 98.7% 100.0%

Rape
Black 46 28.4% 693 50.7% 739 48.4% 1 11.1% 9 24.3% 10 21.7% 47 27.5% 702 50.0% 749 47.6%
White 116 71.6% 640 46.9% 756 49.5% 8 88.9% 28 75.7% 36 78.3% 124 72.5% 668 47.6% 792 50.3%

    Other/Unknown 0 0.0% 33 2.4% 33 2.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 33 2.4% 33 2.1%
Total 162 100.0% 1,366 100.0% 1,528 100.0% 9 100.0% 37 100.0% 46 100.0% 171 100.0% 1,403 100.0% 1,574 100.0%

% of Total 97.1% 2.9% 100.0% 10.9% 89.1% 100.0%

Robbery
Black 246 68.0% 2,070 78.1% 2,316 76.9% 15 62.5% 223 72.4% 238 71.7% 261 67.6% 2,293 77.5% 2,554 76.4%
White 108 29.8% 559 21.1% 667 22.2% 9 37.5% 83 26.9% 92 27.7% 117 30.3% 642 21.7% 759 22.7%

    Other/Unknown 8 2.2% 20 0.8% 28 0.9% 0 0.0% 2 0.6% 2 0.6% 8 2.1% 22 0.7% 30 0.9%
Total 362 100.0% 2,649 100.0% 3,011 100.0% 24 100.0% 308 100.0% 332 100.0% 386 100.0% 2,957 100.0% 3,343 100.0%

% of Total 90.1% 9.9% 100.0% 11.5% 88.5% 100.0%

Aggravated Assault
Black 289 31.2% 5,571 54.8% 5,860 52.8% 126 47.7% 2,399 72.3% 2,525 70.5% 415 34.9% 7,970 59.1% 8,385 57.1%
White 602 65.1% 4,456 43.8% 5,058 45.6% 133 50.4% 887 26.7% 1,020 28.5% 735 61.8% 5,343 39.6% 6,078 41.4%

    Other/Unknown 34 3.7% 147 1.4% 181 1.6% 5 1.9% 33 1.0% 38 1.1% 39 3.3% 180 1.3% 219 1.5%
Total 925 100.0% 10,174 100.0% 11,099 100.0% 264 100.0% 3,319 100.0% 3,583 100.0% 1,189 100.0% 13,493 100.0% 14,682 100.0%

% of Total 75.6% 24.4% 100.0% 8.1% 91.9% 100.0%

Total Arrests Involving Index Crimes Against Persons
Black 591 40.3% 9,423 61.0% 10,014 59.2% 142 47.7% 2,819 72.3% 2,961 70.6% 733 41.5% 12,242 63.3% 12,975 61.5%
White 833 56.7% 5,817 37.7% 6,650 39.3% 151 50.7% 1,042 26.7% 1,193 28.4% 984 55.7% 6,859 35.5% 7,843 37.1%

    Other/Unknown 44 3.0% 209 1.4% 253 1.5% 5 1.7% 37 0.9% 42 1.0% 49 2.8% 246 1.3% 295 1.4%
Total 1,468 100.0% 15,449 100.0% 16,917 100.0% 298 100.0% 3,898 100.0% 4,196 100.0% 1,766 100.0% 19,347 100.0% 21,113 100.0%

% of Total 80.1% 19.9% 100.0% 8.4% 91.6% 100.0%
The source of the above data is the Crime Reporting Section, Michigan State Police.
Other/Unknown category includes American Indian, Alaskan, Asian, Pacific Islander, Hispanic, and persons whose race was not known.
Due to rounding totals may not equal 100%.  
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Table B-8 (Continued) 
1998 Michigan Arrests for Index Offenses Against Property by Age, Race and Gender 

Offense          MALE         FEMALE      TOTAL
Race    Juvenile %      Adult %      Total %  Juvenile %      Adult %      Total %  Juvenile %      Adult %      Total %

Burglary
Black 439 26.3% 2,507 48.2% 2,946 42.9% 27 13.0% 216 39.6% 243 32.2% 466 24.8% 2,723 47.4% 3,189 41.8%
White 1,193 71.4% 2,610 50.2% 3,803 55.4% 178 85.6% 315 57.7% 493 65.4% 1,371 72.9% 2,925 50.9% 4,296 56.4%

    Other/Unknown 40 2.4% 79 1.5% 119 1.7% 3 1.4% 15 2.7% 18 2.4% 43 2.3% 94 1.6% 137 1.8%
Total 1,672 100.0% 5,196 100.0% 6,868 100.0% 208 100.0% 546 100.0% 754 100.0% 1,880 100.0% 5742 100.0% 7,622 100.0%

% of Total 90.1% 9.9% 100.0% 24.7% 75.3% 100.0%
Larceny

Black 1,273 25.7% 5,641 41.4% 6,914 37.2% 674 28.2% 3,132 44.4% 3,806 40.3% 1,947 1138.6% 8,773 42.4% 10,720 38.3%
White 3,569 72.1% 7,597 55.7% 11,166 60.1% 1,643 68.7% 3,652 51.8% 5,295 56.1% 5,212 3048.0% 11,249 54.4% 16,461 58.7%

    Other/Unknown 107 2.2% 396 2.9% 503 2.7% 73 3.1% 268 3.8% 341 3.6% 180 105.3% 664 3.2% 844 3.0%
Total 4,949 100.0% 13,634 100.0% 18,583 100.0% 2,390 100.0% 7,052 100.0% 9,442 100.0% 7,339 4291.8% 20,686 100.0% 28,025 100.0%

% of Total 66.3% 33.7% 100.0% 26.2% 73.8% 100.0%
Motor Vehicle Theft

Black 292 44.7% 738 47.5% 1,030 46.7% 30 20.5% 100 45.2% 130 35.4% 322 40.3% 838 47.2% 1,160 45.1%
White 346 53.0% 789 50.8% 1,135 51.5% 114 78.1% 117 52.9% 231 62.9% 460 57.6% 906 51.1% 1,366 53.1%

    Other/Unknown 15 2.3% 26 1.7% 41 1.9% 2 1.4% 4 1.8% 6 1.6% 17 2.1% 30 1.7% 47 1.8%
Total 653 100.0% 1,553 100.0% 2,206 100.0% 146 100.0% 221 100.0% 367 100.0% 799 100.0% 1,774 100.0% 2,573 100.0%

% of Total 85.7% 14.3% 100.0% 31.1% 68.9% 100.0%
Arson

Black 33 19.6% 223 58.1% 256 46.4% 0 0.0% 78 71.6% 78 58.2% 33 17.1% 301 61.1% 334 48.7%
White 127 75.6% 158 41.1% 285 51.6% 21 84.0% 30 27.5% 51 38.1% 148 76.7% 188 38.1% 336 49.0%

    Other/Unknown 8 4.8% 3 0.8% 11 2.0% 4 16.0% 1 0.9% 5 3.7% 12 6.2% 4 0.8% 16 2.3%
Total 168 100.0% 384 100.0% 552 100.0% 25 100.0% 109 100.0% 134 100.0% 193 100.0% 493 100.0% 686 100.0%

% of Total 80.5% 19.5% 100.0% 28.1% 71.9% 100.0%

Total Arrests Involving Index Crimes Against Property
Black 2,037 27.4% 9,109 43.9% 11,146 39.5% 731 26.4% 3,526 44.5% 4,257 39.8% 2,768 27.1% 12,635 44.0% 15,403 39.6%
White 5,235 70.3% 11,154 53.7% 16,389 58.1% 1,956 70.6% 4,114 51.9% 6,070 56.7% 7,191 70.4% 15,268 53.2% 22,459 57.7%

    Other/Unknown 170 2.3% 504 2.4% 674 2.4% 82 3.0% 288 3.6% 370 3.5% 252 2.5% 792 2.8% 1,044 2.7%
Total 7,442 100.0% 20,767 100.0% 28,209 100.0% 2,769 100.0% 7,928 100.0% 10,697 100.0% 10,211 100.0% 28,695 100.0% 38,906 100.0%

% of Total 72.5% 27.5% 100.0% 26.2% 73.8% 100.0%
Total Arrests for All Index Crimes

Black 2,628 29.5% 18,532 51.2% 21,160 46.9% 873 28.5% 6,345 53.7% 7,218 48.5% 3,501 29.2% 24,877 51.8% 28,378 47.3%
White 6,068 68.1% 16,971 46.9% 23,039 51.1% 2,107 68.7% 5,156 43.6% 7,263 48.8% 8,175 68.3% 22,127 46.1% 30,302 50.5%

    Other/Unknown 214 2.4% 713 2.0% 927 2.1% 87 2.8% 325 2.7% 412 2.8% 301 2.5% 1,038 2.2% 1,339 2.2%
Total 8,910 100.0% 36,216 100.0% 45,126 100.0% 3,067 100.0% 11,826 100.0% 14,893 100.0% 11,977 100.0% 48,042 100.0% 60,019 100.0%

% of Total 75.2% 24.8% 100.0% 20.0% 80.0% 100.0%
Total Arrests for All Crimes

Black 6,486 25.2% 123,563 40.2% 130,049 39.0% 1,831 18.0% 28,788 37.8% 30,619 35.5% 8,317 23.1% 152,351 39.7% 160,668 38.3%
White 18,622 72.3% 176,692 57.5% 195,314 58.6% 8,017 78.8% 45,641 60.0% 53,658 62.2% 26,639 74.1% 222,333 58.0% 248,972 59.4%

    Other/Unknown 658 2.6% 7,093 2.3% 7,751 2.3% 322 3.2% 1,679 2.2% 2,001 2.3% 980 2.7% 8,772 2.3% 9,752 2.3%
Total 25,766 100.0% 307,348 100.0% 333,114 100.0% 10,170 100.0% 76,108 100.0% 86,278 100.0% 35,936 100.0% 383,456 100.0% 419,392 100.0%

% of Total 79.4% 20.6% 100.0% 8.6% 91.4% 100.0%
The source of the above data is the Crime Reporting Section, Michigan State Police.
Other/Unknown category includes American Indian, Alaskan, Asian, Pacific Islander, Hispanic, and persons whose race was not known.
Due to rounding totals may not equal 100%.
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Table B-9 
1999 Michigan Arrests for Index Offenses Against Persons by Age, Race and Gender 

Offense          MALE         FEMALE      TOTAL
Race Juvenile % Adult % Total % Juvenile % Adult % Total % Juvenile % Adult % Total %

Murder
Black 16 72.7% 955 87.1% 971 86.9% 1 50.0% 164 83.7% 165 83.3% 17 70.8% 1,119 86.6% 1,136 86.3%
White 6 27.3% 137 12.5% 143 12.8% 1 50.0% 31 15.8% 32 16.2% 7 29.2% 168 13.0% 175 13.3%

    Other/Unknown 0 0.0% 4 0.4% 4 0.4% 0 N.A. 1 0.5% 1 0.5% 0 0.0% 5 0.4% 5 0.4%
Total 22 100.0% 1,096 100.0% 1,118 100.0% 2 100.0% 196 100.0% 198 100.0% 24 100.0% 1,292 100.0% 1,316 100.0%

% of Total 85.0% 15.0% 100.0% 1.8% 98.2% 100.0%

Rape
Black 51 31.7% 684 51.4% 735 49.3% 3 17.6% 10 25.6% 13 23.2% 54 30.3% 694 50.7% 748 48.4%
White 103 64.0% 627 47.1% 730 49.0% 14 82.4% 28 71.8% 42 75.0% 117 65.7% 655 47.8% 772 49.9%

    Other/Unknown 7 4.3% 19 1.4% 26 1.7% 0 0.0% 1 2.6% 1 1.8% 7 3.9% 20 1.5% 27 1.7%
Total 161 100.0% 1,330 100.0% 1,491 100.0% 17 100.0% 39 100.0% 56 100.0% 178 100.0% 1,369 100.0% 1,547 100.0%

% of Total 96.4% 3.6% 100.0% 11.5% 88.5% 100.0%

Robbery
Black 180 75.0% 2,051 80.5% 2,231 80.1% 13 72.2% 225 77.9% 238 77.5% 193 74.8% 2,276 80.3% 2,469 79.8%
White 59 24.6% 474 18.6% 533 19.1% 4 22.2% 61 21.1% 65 21.2% 63 24.4% 535 18.9% 598 19.3%

    Other/Unknown 1 0.4% 22 0.9% 23 0.8% 1 5.6% 3 1.0% 4 1.3% 2 0.8% 25 0.9% 27 0.9%
Total 240 100.0% 2,547 100.0% 2,787 100.0% 18 100.0% 289 100.0% 307 100.0% 258 100.0% 2,836 100.0% 3,094 100.0%

% of Total 90.1% 9.9% 100.0% 8.3% 91.7% 100.0%

Aggravated Assault
Black 218 29.7% 5,317 57.3% 5,535 55.2% 117 50.0% 2,249 73.9% 2,366 72.2% 335 34.6% 7,566 61.4% 7,901 59.4%
White 496 67.7% 3,816 41.1% 4,312 43.0% 113 48.3% 766 25.2% 879 26.8% 609 63.0% 4,582 37.2% 5,191 39.0%

    Other/Unknown 19 2.6% 153 1.6% 172 1.7% 4 1.7% 28 0.9% 32 1.0% 23 2.4% 181 1.5% 204 1.5%
Total 733 100.0% 9,286 100.0% 10,019 100.0% 234 100.0% 3,043 100.0% 3,277 100.0% 967 100.0% 12,329 100.0% 13,296 100.0%

% of Total 75.4% 24.6% 100.0% 7.3% 92.7% 100.0%

Total Arrests Involving Index Crimes Against Persons
Black 465 40.2% 9,007 63.2% 9,472 61.4% 134 49.4% 2,648 74.2% 2,782 72.5% 599 42.0% 11,655 65.4% 12,254 63.6%
White 664 57.4% 5,054 35.4% 5,718 37.1% 132 48.7% 886 24.8% 1,018 26.5% 796 55.8% 5,940 33.3% 6,736 35.0%

    Other/Unknown 27 2.3% 198 1.4% 225 1.5% 5 1.8% 33 0.9% 38 1.0% 32 2.2% 231 1.3% 263 1.4%
Total 1,156 100.0% 14,259 100.0% 15,415 100.0% 271 100.0% 3,567 100.0% 3,838 100.0% 1,427 100.0% 17,826 100.0% 19,253 100.0%

% of Total 80.1% 19.9% 100.0% 7.4% 92.6% 100.0%
The source of the above data is the Crime Reporting Section, Michigan State Police. 
Other/Unknown category includes American Indian, Alaskan, Asian, Pacific Islander, Hispanic, and persons whose race was not known.
Due to rounding totals may not equal 100%. 
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Table B-9 (Continued) 
1999 Michigan Arrests for Index Offenses Against Property by Age, Race and Gender 

Offense          MALE         FEMALE      TOTAL
Race    Juvenile %      Adult %      Total %  Juvenile %      Adult %      Total %  Juvenile %      Adult %      Total %

Burglary
Black 322 22.5% 2,578 50.9% 2,900 44.7% 27 18.2% 261 47.3% 288 41.1% 349 22.1% 2,839 50.6% 3,188 44.3%
White 1,070 74.9% 2,419 47.8% 3,489 53.7% 118 79.7% 283 51.3% 401 57.3% 1,188 75.3% 2,702 48.1% 3,890 54.1%

    Other/Unknown 37 2.6% 67 1.3% 104 1.6% 3 2.0% 8 1.4% 11 1.6% 40 2.5% 75 1.3% 115 1.6%
Total 1,429 100.0% 5,064 100.0% 6,493 100.0% 148 100.0% 552 100.0% 700 100.0% 1,577 100.0% 5616 100.0% 7,193 100.0%

% of Total 90.3% 9.7% 100.0% 21.9% 78.1% 100.0%
Larceny

Black 1,172 26.1% 5,490 43.3% 6,662 38.8% 849 33.3% 3,115 45.1% 3,964 41.9% 2,021 1135.4% 8,605 44.0% 10,626 39.9%
White 3,184 70.8% 6,810 53.8% 9,994 58.2% 1,626 63.7% 3,524 51.0% 5,150 54.4% 4,810 2702.2% 10,334 52.8% 15,144 56.9%

    Other/Unknown 139 3.1% 368 2.9% 507 3.0% 78 3.1% 269 3.9% 347 3.7% 217 121.9% 637 3.3% 854 3.2%
Total 4,495 100.0% 12,668 100.0% 17,163 100.0% 2,553 100.0% 6,908 100.0% 9,461 100.0% 7,048 3959.6% 19,576 100.0% 26,624 100.0%

% of Total 64.5% 35.5% 100.0% 26.5% 73.5% 100.0%
Motor Vehicle Theft

Black 263 40.9% 819 49.5% 1,082 47.1% 35 19.2% 97 38.6% 132 30.5% 298 36.1% 916 48.1% 1,214 44.5%
White 364 56.6% 810 49.0% 1,174 51.1% 144 79.1% 150 59.8% 294 67.9% 508 61.6% 960 50.4% 1,468 53.8%

    Other/Unknown 16 2.5% 25 1.5% 41 1.8% 3 1.6% 4 1.6% 7 1.6% 19 2.3% 29 1.5% 48 1.8%
Total 643 100.0% 1,654 100.0% 2,297 100.0% 182 100.0% 251 100.0% 433 100.0% 825 100.0% 1,905 100.0% 2,730 100.0%

% of Total 84.1% 15.9% 100.0% 30.2% 69.8% 100.0%
Arson

Black 19 11.9% 174 51.2% 193 38.6% 4 44.4% 67 66.3% 71 64.5% 23 13.6% 241 54.6% 264 43.3%
White 137 85.6% 163 47.9% 300 60.0% 5 55.6% 34 33.7% 39 35.5% 142 84.0% 197 44.7% 339 55.6%

    Other/Unknown 4 2.5% 3 0.9% 7 1.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 2.4% 3 0.7% 7 1.1%
Total 160 100.0% 340 100.0% 500 100.0% 9 100.0% 101 100.0% 110 100.0% 169 100.0% 441 100.0% 610 100.0%

% of Total 82.0% 18.0% 100.0% 27.7% 72.3% 100.0%

Total Arrests Involving Index Crimes Against Property
Black 1,776 26.4% 9,061 45.9% 10,837 41.0% 915 31.6% 3,540 45.3% 4,455 41.6% 2,691 28.0% 12,601 45.8% 15,292 41.2%
White 4,755 70.7% 10,202 51.7% 14,957 56.5% 1,893 65.5% 3,991 51.1% 5,884 55.0% 6,648 69.1% 14,193 51.5% 20,841 56.1%

    Other/Unknown 196 2.9% 463 2.3% 659 2.5% 84 2.9% 281 3.6% 365 3.4% 280 2.9% 744 2.7% 1,024 2.8%
Total 6,727 100.0% 19,726 100.0% 26,453 100.0% 2,892 100.0% 7,812 100.0% 10,704 100.0% 9,619 100.0% 27,538 100.0% 37,157 100.0%

% of Total 71.2% 28.8% 100.0% 25.9% 74.1% 100.0%
Total Arrests for All Index Crimes 

Black 2,241 28.4% 18,068 53.2% 20,309 48.5% 1,049 33.2% 6,188 54.4% 7,237 49.8% 3,290 29.8% 24,256 53.5% 27,546 48.8%
White 5,419 68.7% 15,256 44.9% 20,675 49.4% 2,025 64.0% 4,877 42.9% 6,902 47.5% 7,444 67.4% 20,133 44.4% 27,577 48.9%

    Other/Unknown 223 2.8% 661 1.9% 884 2.1% 89 2.8% 314 2.8% 403 2.8% 312 2.8% 975 2.1% 1,287 2.3%
Total 7,883 100.0% 33,985 100.0% 41,868 100.0% 3,163 100.0% 11,379 100.0% 14,542 100.0% 11,046 100.0% 45,364 100.0% 56,410 100.0%

% of Total 74.2% 25.8% 100.0% 19.6% 80.4% 100.0%
Total Arrests for All Crimes 

Black 5,272 23.3% 117,309 39.8% 122,581 38.6% 1,955 19.4% 26,148 36.0% 28,103 34.0% 7,227 22.1% 143,457 39.0% 150,684 37.6%
White 16,763 73.9% 170,801 57.9% 187,564 59.0% 7,859 77.9% 44,601 61.4% 52,460 63.4% 24,622 75.1% 215,402 58.6% 240,024 59.9%

    Other/Unknown 638 2.8% 6,990 2.4% 7,628 2.4% 279 2.8% 1,846 2.5% 2,125 2.6% 917 2.8% 8,836 2.4% 9,753 2.4%
Total 22,673 100.0% 295,100 100.0% 317,773 100.0% 10,093 100.0% 72,595 100.0% 82,688 100.0% 32,766 100.0% 367,695 100.0% 400,461 100.0%

% of Total 79.4% 20.6% 100.0% 8.2% 91.8% 100.0%
The source of the above data is the Crime Reporting Section, Michigan State Police.
Other/Unknown category includes American Indian, Alaskan, Asian, Pacific Islander, Hispanic, and persons whose race was not known.
Due to rounding totals may not equal 100%. 
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Table B-10 
2000 Michigan Arrests for Index Offenses Against Persons by Age, Race and Gender 

Offense          MALE         FEMALE      TOTAL
Race Juvenile % Adult % Total % Juvenile % Adult % Total % Juvenile % Adult % Total %

Murder
Black 11 78.6% 1,018 88.7% 1,029 88.6% 0 N.A. 165 85.1% 165 85.1% 11 78.6% 1,183 88.2% 1,194 88.1%
White 3 21.4% 126 11.0% 129 11.1% 0 N.A. 27 13.9% 27 13.9% 3 21.4% 153 11.4% 156 11.5%

    Other/Unknown 0 0.0% 4 0.3% 4 0.3% 0 N.A. 2 1.0% 2 1.0% 0 0.0% 6 0.4% 6 0.4%
Total 14 100.0% 1,148 100.0% 1,162 100.0% 0 N.A. 194 100.0% 194 100.0% 14 100.0% 1,342 100.0% 1,356 100.0%

% of Total 85.7% 14.3% 100.0% 1.0% 99.0% 100.0%

Rape
Black 36 30.0% 674 53.7% 710 51.6% 0 0.0% 16 41.0% 16 30.8% 36 27.1% 690 53.3% 726 50.8%
White 81 67.5% 563 44.8% 644 46.8% 13 100.0% 22 56.4% 35 67.3% 94 70.7% 585 45.2% 679 47.5%

    Other/Unknown 3 2.5% 19 1.5% 22 1.6% 0 0.0% 1 2.6% 1 1.9% 3 2.3% 20 1.5% 23 1.6%
Total 120 100.0% 1,256 100.0% 1,376 100.0% 13 100.0% 39 100.0% 52 100.0% 133 100.0% 1,295 100.0% 1,428 100.0%

% of Total 96.4% 3.6% 100.0% 9.3% 90.7% 100.0%

Robbery
Black 105 65.2% 2,016 80.1% 2,121 79.2% 6 42.9% 227 70.1% 233 68.9% 111 63.4% 2,243 79.0% 2,354 78.1%
White 52 32.3% 486 19.3% 538 20.1% 8 57.1% 89 27.5% 97 28.7% 60 34.3% 575 20.2% 635 21.1%

    Other/Unknown 4 2.5% 14 0.6% 18 0.7% 0 0.0% 8 2.5% 8 2.4% 4 2.3% 22 0.8% 26 0.9%
Total 161 100.0% 2,516 100.0% 2,677 100.0% 14 100.0% 324 100.0% 338 100.0% 175 100.0% 2,840 100.0% 3,015 100.0%

% of Total 88.8% 11.2% 100.0% 5.8% 94.2% 100.0%

Aggravated Assault
Black 148 23.7% 4,789 56.5% 4,937 54.3% 79 41.1% 2,140 72.3% 2,219 70.4% 227 27.8% 6,929 60.6% 7,156 58.4%
White 462 74.0% 3,554 42.0% 4,016 44.2% 110 57.3% 793 26.8% 903 28.7% 572 70.1% 4,347 38.0% 4,919 40.2%

    Other/Unknown 14 2.2% 127 1.5% 141 1.6% 3 1.6% 26 0.9% 29 0.9% 17 2.1% 153 1.3% 170 1.4%
Total 624 100.0% 8,470 100.0% 9,094 100.0% 192 100.0% 2,959 100.0% 3,151 100.0% 816 100.0% 11,429 100.0% 12,245 100.0%

% of Total 74.3% 25.7% 100.0% 6.7% 93.3% 100.0%

Total Arrests Involving Index Crimes Against Persons
Black 300 32.6% 8,497 63.5% 8,797 61.5% 85 38.8% 2,548 72.5% 2,633 70.5% 385 33.8% 11,045 65.3% 11,430 63.3%
White 598 65.1% 4,729 35.3% 5,327 37.2% 131 59.8% 931 26.5% 1,062 28.4% 729 64.1% 5,660 33.5% 6,389 35.4%

    Other/Unknown 21 2.3% 164 1.2% 185 1.3% 3 1.4% 37 1.1% 40 1.1% 24 2.1% 201 1.2% 225 1.2%
Total 919 100.0% 13,390 100.0% 14,309 100.0% 219 100.0% 3,516 100.0% 3,735 100.0% 1,138 100.0% 16,906 100.0% 18,044 100.0%

% of Total 79.3% 20.7% 100.0% 6.3% 93.7% 100.0%
The source of the above data is the Crime Reporting Section, Michigan State Police. 
Other/Unknown category includes American Indian, Alaskan, Asian, Pacific Islander, Hispanic, and persons whose race was not known.
Due to rounding totals may not equal 100%. 
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Table B-10 (Continued) 
2000 Michigan Arrests for Index Offenses Against Property by Age, Race and Gender 

Offense          MALE         FEMALE      TOTAL
Race    Juvenile %      Adult %      Total %  Juvenile %      Adult %      Total %  Juvenile %      Adult %      Total %

Burglary
Black 150 13.5% 2,398 49.5% 2,548 42.7% 11 7.6% 245 46.0% 256 37.8% 161 12.8% 2,643 49.1% 2,804 42.2%
White 933 83.7% 2,376 49.0% 3,309 55.5% 133 92.4% 282 52.9% 415 61.3% 1,066 84.7% 2,658 49.4% 3,724 56.1%

    Other/Unknown 32 2.9% 72 1.5% 104 1.7% 0 0.0% 6 1.1% 6 0.9% 32 2.5% 78 1.5% 110 1.7%
Total 1,115 100.0% 4,846 100.0% 5,961 100.0% 144 100.0% 533 100.0% 677 100.0% 1,259 100.0% 5379 100.0% 6,638 100.0%

% of Total 89.8% 10.2% 100.0% 19.0% 81.0% 100.0%
Larceny

Black 1,040 25.4% 5,037 42.6% 6,077 38.2% 638 25.1% 3,024 43.8% 3,662 38.8% 1,678 1261.7% 8,061 43.1% 9,739 38.4%
White 2,968 72.4% 6,556 55.5% 9,524 59.8% 1,844 72.5% 3,698 53.6% 5,542 58.7% 4,812 3618.0% 10,254 54.8% 15,066 59.4%

    Other/Unknown 93 2.3% 224 1.9% 317 2.0% 63 2.5% 180 2.6% 243 2.6% 156 117.3% 404 2.2% 560 2.2%
Total 4,101 100.0% 11,817 100.0% 15,918 100.0% 2,545 100.0% 6,902 100.0% 9,447 100.0% 6,646 4997.0% 18,719 100.0% 25,365 100.0%

% of Total 62.8% 37.2% 100.0% 26.2% 73.8% 100.0%
Motor Vehicle Theft

Black 234 41.8% 777 48.2% 1,011 46.6% 24 17.0% 118 45.4% 142 35.4% 258 36.8% 895 47.8% 1,153 44.8%
White 304 54.3% 812 50.4% 1,116 51.4% 109 77.3% 136 52.3% 245 61.1% 413 58.9% 948 50.7% 1,361 52.9%

    Other/Unknown 22 3.9% 22 1.4% 44 2.0% 8 5.7% 6 2.3% 14 3.5% 30 4.3% 28 1.5% 58 2.3%
Total 560 100.0% 1,611 100.0% 2,171 100.0% 141 100.0% 260 100.0% 401 100.0% 701 100.0% 1,871 100.0% 2,572 100.0%

% of Total 84.4% 15.6% 100.0% 27.3% 72.7% 100.0%
Arson

Black 5 4.2% 190 60.1% 195 44.9% 0 0.0% 71 67.6% 71 59.2% 5 3.8% 261 62.0% 266 48.0%
White 111 94.1% 124 39.2% 235 54.1% 15 100.0% 33 31.4% 48 40.0% 126 94.7% 157 37.3% 283 51.1%

    Other/Unknown 2 1.7% 2 0.6% 4 0.9% 0 0.0% 1 1.0% 1 0.8% 2 1.5% 3 0.7% 5 0.9%
Total 118 100.0% 316 100.0% 434 100.0% 15 100.0% 105 100.0% 120 100.0% 133 100.0% 421 100.0% 554 100.0%

% of Total 78.3% 21.7% 100.0% 24.0% 76.0% 100.0%

Total Arrests Involving Index Crimes Against Property
Black 1,429 24.2% 8,402 45.2% 9,831 40.2% 673 23.7% 3,458 44.3% 4,131 38.8% 2,102 24.1% 11,860 44.9% 13,962 39.7%
White 4,316 73.2% 9,868 53.1% 14,184 57.9% 2,101 73.8% 4,149 53.2% 6,250 58.7% 6,417 73.4% 14,017 53.1% 20,434 58.2%

    Other/Unknown 149 2.5% 320 1.7% 469 1.9% 71 2.5% 193 2.5% 264 2.5% 220 2.5% 513 1.9% 733 2.1%
Total 5,894 100.0% 18,590 100.0% 24,484 100.0% 2,845 100.0% 7,800 100.0% 10,645 100.0% 8,739 100.0% 26,390 100.0% 35,129 100.0%

% of Total 69.7% 30.3% 100.0% 24.9% 75.1% 100.0%
Total Arrests for All Index Crimes

Black 1,729 25.4% 16,899 52.8% 18,628 48.0% 758 24.7% 6,006 53.1% 6,764 47.0% 2,487 25.2% 22,905 52.9% 25,392 47.8%
White 4,914 72.1% 14,597 45.6% 19,511 50.3% 2,232 72.8% 5,080 44.9% 7,312 50.8% 7,146 72.3% 19,677 45.4% 26,823 50.4%

    Other/Unknown 170 2.5% 484 1.5% 654 1.7% 74 2.4% 230 2.0% 304 2.1% 244 2.5% 714 1.6% 958 1.8%
Total 6,813 100.0% 31,980 100.0% 38,793 100.0% 3,064 100.0% 11,316 100.0% 14,380 100.0% 9,877 100.0% 43,296 100.0% 53,173 100.0%

% of Total 73.0% 27.0% 100.0% 18.6% 81.4% 100.0%
Total Arrests for All Crimes

Black 3,798 18.9% 109,994 38.9% 113,792 37.5% 1,474 15.9% 25,043 35.4% 26,517 33.2% 5,272 18.0% 135,037 38.2% 140,309 36.6%
White 15,781 78.5% 166,170 58.7% 181,951 60.0% 7,543 81.3% 43,838 62.1% 51,381 64.3% 23,324 79.4% 210,008 59.4% 233,332 60.9%

    Other/Unknown 515 2.6% 6,866 2.4% 7,381 2.4% 256 2.8% 1,766 2.5% 2,022 2.5% 771 2.6% 8,632 2.4% 9,403 2.5%
Total 20,094 100.0% 283,030 100.0% 303,124 100.0% 9,273 100.0% 70,647 100.0% 79,920 100.0% 29,367 100.0% 353,677 100.0% 383,044 100.0%

% of Total 79.1% 20.9% 100.0% 7.7% 92.3% 100.0%
The source of the above data is the Crime Reporting Section, Michigan State Police.
Other/Unknown category includes American Indian, Alaskan, Asian, Pacific Islander, Hispanic, and persons whose race was not known.
Due to rounding totals may not equal 100%.  
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Table B-11 

2001 Michigan Arrests for Index Offenses Against Persons by Age, Race and Gender  

Offense          M ALE         FEM ALE      TOTAL
Race Juvenile % Adult % Total % Juvenile % Adult % Total % Juvenile % Adult % Total %

M urder
Black 11 73.3% 555 83.6% 566 83.4% 1 100.0% 60 75.9% 61 76.3% 12 75.0% 615 82.8% 627 82.6%
W hite 3 20.0% 101 15.2% 104 15.3% 0 N.A. 18 22.8% 18 22.5% 3 18.8% 119 16.0% 122 16.1%

    Other/Unknown 1 6.7% 8 1.2% 9 1.3% 0 N.A. 1 1.3% 1 1.3% 1 6.3% 9 1.2% 10 1.3%
Total 15 100.0% 664 100.0% 679 100.0% 1 100.0% 79 100.0% 80 100.0% 16 100.0% 743 100.0% 759 100.0%

% of Total 89.5% 10.5% 100.0% 2.1% 97.9% 100.0%

Rape
Black 42 25.6% 552 45.2% 594 42.9% 1 4.8% 9 23.7% 10 16.9% 43 23.2% 561 44.6% 604 41.8%
W hite 117 71.3% 637 52.2% 754 54.4% 19 90.5% 29 76.3% 48 81.4% 136 73.5% 666 52.9% 802 55.5%

    Other/Unknown 5 3.0% 32 2.6% 37 2.7% 1 4.8% 0 0.0% 1 1.7% 6 3.2% 32 2.5% 38 2.6%
Total 164 100.0% 1,221 100.0% 1,385 100.0% 21 100.0% 38 100.0% 59 100.0% 185 100.0% 1,259 100.0% 1,444 100.0%

% of Total 95.9% 4.1% 100.0% 12.8% 87.2% 100.0%

Robbery
Black 116 71.6% 1,974 79.8% 2,090 79.3% 12 54.5% 214 72.5% 226 71.3% 128 69.6% 2,188 79.0% 2,316 78.5%
W hite 44 27.2% 476 19.2% 520 19.7% 10 45.5% 79 26.8% 89 28.1% 54 29.3% 555 20.1% 609 20.6%

    Other/Unknown 2 1.2% 23 0.9% 25 0.9% 0 0.0% 2 0.7% 2 0.6% 2 1.1% 25 0.9% 27 0.9%
Total 162 100.0% 2,473 100.0% 2,635 100.0% 22 100.0% 295 100.0% 317 100.0% 184 100.0% 2,768 100.0% 2,952 100.0%

% of Total 89.3% 10.7% 100.0% 6.2% 93.8% 100.0%

Aggravated Assault
Black 178 26.9% 4,647 53.6% 4,825 51.7% 78 41.5% 2,055 69.1% 2,133 67.5% 256 30.1% 6,702 57.6% 6,958 55.7%
W hite 470 71.0% 3,868 44.6% 4,338 46.5% 103 54.8% 880 29.6% 983 31.1% 573 67.4% 4,748 40.8% 5,321 42.6%

    Other/Unknown 14 2.1% 152 1.8% 166 1.8% 7 3.7% 37 1.2% 44 1.4% 21 2.5% 189 1.6% 210 1.7%
Total 662 100.0% 8,667 100.0% 9,329 100.0% 188 100.0% 2,972 100.0% 3,160 100.0% 850 100.0% 11,639 100.0% 12,489 100.0%

% of Total 74.7% 25.3% 100.0% 6.8% 93.2% 100.0%

Total Arrests Involving Index Crimes Against Persons
Black 347 34.6% 7,728 59.3% 8,075 57.6% 92 39.7% 2,338 69.1% 2,430 67.2% 439 35.5% 10,066 61.3% 10,505 59.5%
W hite 634 63.2% 5,082 39.0% 5,716 40.7% 132 56.9% 1,006 29.7% 1,138 31.5% 766 62.0% 6,088 37.1% 6,854 38.8%

    Other/Unknown 22 2.2% 215 1.7% 237 1.7% 8 3.4% 40 1.2% 48 1.3% 30 2.4% 255 1.6% 285 1.6%
Total 1,003 100.0% 13,025 100.0% 14,028 100.0% 232 100.0% 3,384 100.0% 3,616 100.0% 1,235 100.0% 16,409 100.0% 17,644 100.0%

% of Total 79.5% 20.5% 100.0% 7.0% 93.0% 100.0%
The source of the above data is the Crim e Reporting Section, Michigan State Police. 
Other/Unknown category includes Am erican Indian, Alaskan, Asian, Pacific Islander, Hispanic, and persons whose race was not known.
Due to rounding totals may not equal 100%. 
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Table B-11 (Continued) 
2001 Michigan Arrests for Index Offenses Against Property by Age, Race and Gender 

 

O ffe n s e          M A L E         F E M A L E      T O T A L
R ac e    J u v en ile %      Ad u lt %      T o ta l %  Ju ve n ile %      Ad u lt %      T o ta l %  J u v en ile %      Ad u lt %      T o ta l %

B u rg la ry
B lac k 2 40 1 9 .5 % 1,9 3 3 4 2 .2 % 2 ,17 3 3 7 .4% 2 5 1 7 .9% 1 9 5 36 .5 % 2 20 32 .6 % 26 5 1 9 .3 % 2 ,1 28 4 1 .6 % 2 ,3 9 3 36 .9 %
W h ite 9 68 7 8 .7 % 2,5 6 0 5 5 .9 % 3 ,52 8 6 0 .7% 11 1 7 9 .3% 3 1 9 59 .7 % 4 30 63 .8 % 1 ,07 9 7 8 .8 % 2 ,8 79 5 6 .3 % 3 ,9 5 8 61 .1 %

    O th e r/U n kn o w n 22 1 .8 % 8 5 1 .9 % 10 7 1 .8% 4 2.9% 2 0 3 .7 % 24 3 .6 % 2 6 1 .9 % 1 05 2 .1 % 1 3 1 2 .0 %
To ta l 1 ,2 30 10 0 .0 % 4,5 7 8 1 0 0 .0 % 5 ,80 8 10 0 .0% 14 0 1 0 0 .0% 5 3 4 1 00 .0 % 6 74 1 00 .0 % 1 ,37 0 1 0 0 .0 % 5 1 12 10 0 .0 % 6 ,4 8 2 1 00 .0 %

%  o f T o ta l 8 9 .6 % 1 0 .4% 10 0 .0% 2 1.1 % 7 8.9% 10 0 .0 %
L a rc e n y

B lac k 1 ,1 37 2 6 .4 % 5,2 2 5 3 9 .6 % 6 ,36 2 3 6 .4% 70 6 2 6 .3% 2 ,9 5 2 41 .1 % 3 ,6 58 37 .1 % 1 ,84 3 9 9 6 .2 % 8 ,1 77 4 0 .2 % 10 ,0 2 0 36 .6 %
W h ite 3 ,0 41 7 0 .6 % 7,6 6 7 5 8 .2 % 1 0 ,70 8 6 1 .2% 1,90 7 7 0 .9% 4 ,0 3 1 56 .1 % 5 ,9 38 60 .1 % 4 ,94 8 26 7 4 .6 % 1 1 ,6 98 5 7 .4 % 16 ,6 4 6 60 .8 %

    O th e r/U n kn o w n 1 29 3 .0 % 2 8 8 2 .2 % 41 7 2 .4% 7 6 2 .8% 2 0 0 2 .8 % 2 76 2 .8 % 20 5 1 1 0 .8 % 4 88 2 .4 % 6 9 3 2 .5 %
To ta l 4 ,3 07 10 0 .0 % 13 ,1 8 0 1 0 0 .0 % 1 7 ,48 7 10 0 .0% 2,68 9 1 0 0 .0% 7 ,1 8 3 1 00 .0 % 9 ,8 72 1 00 .0 % 6 ,99 6 37 8 1 .6 % 2 0 ,3 63 10 0 .0 % 27 ,3 5 9 1 00 .0 %

%  o f T o ta l 6 3 .9 % 3 6 .1% 10 0 .0% 2 5.6 % 7 4.4% 10 0 .0 %
M o to r V eh ic le  T h e ft

B lac k 2 39 4 1 .2 % 7 0 1 4 3 .0 % 94 0 4 2 .5% 2 7 1 5 .5% 1 0 3 39 .0 % 1 30 29 .7 % 26 6 3 5 .3 % 8 04 4 2 .4 % 1 ,0 7 0 40 .4 %
W h ite 3 25 5 6 .0 % 9 0 2 5 5 .3 % 1 ,22 7 5 5 .5% 13 9 7 9 .9% 1 5 4 58 .3 % 2 93 66 .9 % 46 4 6 1 .5 % 1 ,0 56 5 5 .8 % 1 ,5 2 0 57 .4 %

    O th e r/U n kn o w n 16 2 .8 % 2 7 1 .7 % 4 3 1 .9% 8 4.6% 7 2 .7 % 15 3 .4 % 2 4 3 .2 % 34 1 .8 % 5 8 2 .2 %
To ta l 5 80 10 0 .0 % 1,6 3 0 1 0 0 .0 % 2 ,21 0 10 0 .0% 17 4 1 0 0 .0% 2 6 4 1 00 .0 % 4 38 1 00 .0 % 75 4 1 0 0 .0 % 1 ,8 94 10 0 .0 % 2 ,6 4 8 1 00 .0 %

%  o f T o ta l 8 3 .5 % 1 6 .5% 10 0 .0% 2 8.5 % 7 1.5% 10 0 .0 %
Ars o n

B lac k 10 6 .7 % 1 1 0 3 8 .6 % 12 0 2 7 .6% 0 0.0% 5 5 57 .9 % 55 53 .9 % 1 0 6 .4 % 1 65 4 3 .4 % 1 7 5 32 .6 %
W h ite 1 35 9 0 .6 % 1 6 8 5 8 .9 % 30 3 6 9 .8% 7 1 0 0 .0% 4 0 42 .1 % 47 46 .1 % 14 2 9 1 .0 % 2 08 5 4 .7 % 3 5 0 65 .3 %

    O th e r/U n kn o w n 4 2 .7 % 7 2.5 % 1 1 2 .5% 0 0.0% 0 0 .0 % 0 0 .0 % 4 2.6 % 7 1 .8 % 1 1 2 .1 %
To ta l 1 49 10 0 .0 % 2 8 5 1 0 0 .0 % 43 4 10 0 .0% 7 1 0 0 .0% 9 5 1 00 .0 % 1 02 1 00 .0 % 15 6 1 0 0 .0 % 3 80 10 0 .0 % 5 3 6 1 00 .0 %

%  o f T o ta l 8 1 .0 % 1 9 .0% 10 0 .0% 2 9.1 % 7 0.9% 10 0 .0 %

T o ta l Arre s ts  In v o lv in g  In d e x  C rim e s  Ag a in s t P ro p e rty
B lac k 1 ,6 26 2 5 .9% 7,9 6 9 40 .5 % 9 ,59 5 3 7 .0 % 75 8 25 .2 % 3 ,3 0 5 40 .9 % 4 ,0 63 3 6 .6% 2 ,38 4 25 .7 % 1 1 ,2 74 4 0 .6% 13 ,6 5 8 36 .9 %
W h ite 4 ,4 69 7 1 .3% 11 ,2 9 7 57 .4 % 1 5 ,76 6 6 0 .8 % 2,16 4 71 .9 % 4 ,5 4 4 56 .3 % 6 ,7 08 6 0 .5% 6 ,63 3 71 .5 % 1 5 ,8 41 5 7 .1% 22 ,4 7 4 60 .7 %

    O th e r/U n kn o w n 1 71 2 .7% 4 0 7 2 .1 % 57 8 2 .2 % 8 8 2 .9 % 2 2 7 2 .8 % 3 15 2 .8% 25 9 2 .8 % 6 34 2 .3% 8 9 3 2 .4 %
To ta l 6 ,2 66 10 0 .0% 19 ,6 7 3 1 00 .0 % 2 5 ,93 9 1 0 0 .0 % 3,01 0 1 00 .0 % 8 ,0 7 6 10 0 .0 % 11 ,0 86 10 0 .0% 9 ,27 6 1 00 .0 % 2 7 ,7 49 1 0 0 .0% 37 ,0 2 5 10 0 .0 %

%  o f T o ta l 7 0 .1 % 2 9 .9% 10 0 .0% 2 5.1 % 7 4.9% 10 0 .0 %
T o ta l Arre s ts  fo r A ll In d e x  C rim e s  

B lac k 1 ,9 73 2 7 .1% 15 ,6 9 7 48 .0 % 1 7 ,67 0 4 4 .2 % 85 0 26 .2 % 5 ,6 4 3 49 .2 % 6 ,4 93 4 4 .2% 2 ,82 3 26 .9 % 2 1 ,3 40 4 8 .3% 24 ,1 6 3 44 .2 %
W h ite 5 ,1 03 7 0 .2% 16 ,3 7 9 50 .1 % 2 1 ,48 2 5 3 .7 % 2,29 6 70 .8 % 5 ,5 5 0 48 .4 % 7 ,8 46 5 3 .4% 7 ,39 9 70 .4 % 2 1 ,9 29 4 9 .7% 29 ,3 2 8 53 .6 %

    O th e r/U n kn o w n 1 93 2 .7% 6 2 2 1 .9 % 81 5 2 .0 % 9 6 3 .0 % 2 6 7 2 .3 % 3 63 2 .5% 28 9 2 .7 % 8 89 2 .0% 1 ,1 7 8 2 .2 %
To ta l 7 ,2 69 10 0 .0% 32 ,6 9 8 1 00 .0 % 3 9 ,96 7 1 0 0 .0 % 3,24 2 1 00 .0 % 11 ,4 6 0 10 0 .0 % 14 ,7 02 10 0 .0% 1 0 ,51 1 1 00 .0 % 4 4 ,1 58 1 0 0 .0% 54 ,6 6 9 10 0 .0 %

%  o f T o ta l 7 3 .1 % 2 6 .9% 10 0 .0% 1 9.2 % 8 0.8% 10 0 .0 %
T o ta l Arre s ts  fo r A ll C rim e s  

B lac k 4 ,4 29 2 1 .1% 92 ,4 1 2 34 .8 % 9 6 ,84 1 3 3 .8 % 1,65 4 17 .8 % 21 ,6 7 7 32 .0 % 23 ,3 31 3 0 .3% 6 ,42 1 20 .7 % 11 4 ,08 9 3 4 .2% 1 20 ,5 1 0 33 .1 %
W h ite 1 5 ,9 81 7 6 .1% 1 6 5 ,7 9 8 62 .5 % 18 1 ,77 9 6 3 .5 % 7,35 0 79 .0 % 44 ,3 5 5 65 .4 % 51 ,7 05 6 7 .0% 2 3 ,59 1 76 .2 % 21 0 ,15 3 6 3 .1% 2 33 ,7 4 4 64 .2 %

    O th e r/U n kn o w n 5 77 2 .7% 7,2 6 6 2 .7 % 7 ,84 3 2 .7 % 29 8 3 .2 % 1 ,7 9 3 2 .6 % 2 ,0 91 2 .7% 95 9 3 .1 % 9 ,0 59 2 .7% 10 ,0 1 8 2 .8 %
To ta l 2 0 ,9 87 10 0 .0% 2 6 5 ,4 7 6 1 00 .0 % 28 6 ,46 3 1 0 0 .0 % 9,30 2 1 00 .0 % 67 ,8 2 5 10 0 .0 % 77 ,1 27 10 0 .0% 3 0 ,97 1 1 00 .0 % 33 3 ,30 1 1 0 0 .0% 3 64 ,2 7 2 10 0 .0 %

%  o f T o ta l 7 8 .6 % 2 1 .2% 9 9 .8% 8.5 % 9 1.5% 10 0 .0 %
T h e  s o urce  o f th e  ab o ve  d a ta  is  th e  C rim e  R e po rting  S e c tio n , M ic h ig an  S ta te  P o lice . 3 64 ,9 5 4 W ith  6 05  
O the r/U nk n ow n  ca te go ry  inc lu d es  A m eric an  In d ia n , A la sk a n , A s ia n , P ac if ic  Is lan d er, H isp a n ic , an d  pe rs on s  w h o se  ra c e  w a s  n o t k no w n.
D ue  to  rou nd ing  to ta ls  m a y n o t eq u a l 1 00 % . 
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Appendix C: Michigan Juvenile Arrest Probability by County 
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Table C-1 

Michigan County Juvenile Arrest Probability Comparison  
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Appendix D: Michigan Crime Reporting by Jurisdiction
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Table D-1 
Michigan Uniform Crime Reporting by Jurisdiction 

 

County, Police Agencies and Months Reported 1994 % 1995 % 1996 % 1997 % 1998 % 1999 % 2000 % 2001 %
Counties with Incomplete Reporting 53 63.9% N.A. 64 77.1% 66 79.5% 56 67.5% 57 68.7% 45 54.2% 46 55.4%
Counties with Complete Reporting 30 36.1% N.A. 19 22.9% 17 20.5% 27 32.5% 26 31.3% 38 45.8% 37 44.6%
Counties with No Reporting 0 N.A. 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reporting Law Enforcement Agencies  1) 698 Agencies N.A. Agencies 705 Agencies 708 Agencies 708 Agencies 710 Agencies 714 Agencies 720 Agencies
Months Reported:    2) 6,983 Months N.A. Months 6,428 Months 6,250 Months 7,210 Months 7,337 Months 7,488 Months 7,750 Months
Potential Total Reporting Months 8,376   Months N.A. Months 8,460  Months 8,496   Months 8,496   Months 8,520   Months 8,568   Months 8,640     Months
Percent of all Months Reported: 83.4% N.A. 76.0% 73.5% 84.9% 86.1% 87.4% 89.7%
Notes:
N.A. - Not Available.
1) "Reporting law enforcement agencies" is the total number of police agencies required to report by jurisdiction.  Note that some police agencies are counted multiple times because they are 
required to report activity in more than one county. For example the Michigan State Police report crime and arrest activity in all 83 Michigan, therefore the MSP are "counted" 83 times in this 
table. Note some of the "new agencies" that were added to the 2001 count of police agencies had there jurisdictional lines redrawn and now report in additional counties. Three new reporting 
police agencies were added in 2001.

2) "Months reported" is equal to the number of months reported in all counties by law enforcement agencies which are required to report in each county.  For example, the Lansing Police 
Department is obligated to report crime and arrest activity in Ingham, Eaton and Clinton counties; therefore,  LPD has 36 months of reporting included in the table (12 months per year x 3 
counties).
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Table D-2 
Michigan Crime Reporting by County 

Percent Months Reported by Law Enforcement Agency:  1996-2001 
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Comments on Law Enforcement Crime Reporting  
It is important to note that the foundation of this report is citizen crime reporting to Michigan law 
enforcement agencies. The Uniform Crime Report and this analysis present a reasonably accurate 
picture of crime in Michigan to the extent that citizens and local police agencies report crime and 
arrest information to the Michigan State Police. However, if citizens do not report crime or if local 
police do not report crime information and enforcement activity to the Michigan State Police, the 
state’s annual crime reports and this analysis will present only a partial or distorted picture of state 
crime. Many factors influence citizen crime reporting. An examination of these factors as they may 
have effected crime reporting in 2000 or earlier periods is beyond the scope of the present report and 
there is no systematic attempt to adjust for these factors in this report.25 Some analyses do attempt to 
make adjustments for these factors. The familiar FBI Uniform Crime Report is an example of an 
analysis that adjusts for police under-reporting.  For the first time, the 1999 Michigan Uniform Crime 
Report also included an attempt to estimate the number of crimes and arrests that were not reported to 
the state police.  
 
A police agency's failure to report citizen crime reports and arrests to the state police creates a level of 
uncertainty and represents an element of error regarding the actual level of crime and enforcement 
activity in that jurisdiction. However, it should be noted that some police non-reporting does not 
produce errors in state or local crime statistics. Examples of this include situations when there are no 
citizen crime reports or arrests in a jurisdiction during a reporting period. Also, there may have been 
citizen reported crime and arrests in the area but the activity was not reported to the state police by the 
local law enforcement agency because that agency did not have the responsibility to investigate the 
crime. (In this case the agency that did have the lead in the investigation should have reported the 
crime or activity to the state police.) Situations where these examples occur most often involve the 
smallest and least active Michigan police agencies. Because the majority of non-reporting police 
agencies in 1999 and 2000 were among the smallest and least active police departments, the level of 
non-reporting by these agencies, while a continuing problem, may not have significantly impacted 
either statewide totals or overall trends. 
 
Although significant levels of citizen and law enforcement non-reporting of arrests and crime limits 
the usefulness of year-to-year comparisons, some annual comparisons may, nevertheless, be 
appropriate. If, for example, there are no proportional demographic differences in who is committing 
crime between reporting and non-reporting law enforcement jurisdictions, the comparison of the 
demographic characteristics of the total reported arrested population would not otherwise be 
inaccurate.  
 
Another factor that mitigates the impact of police non-reporting from 1994 to the present is the fact 
that most agencies have been consistent in their reporting or non-reporting practices over the 1994 to 
2000 period.26  Although the current level of Michigan law enforcement non-reporting is a threat to 
the usefulness of crime data, the failure of law enforcement agencies to report all crime and arrest 
data is not a new problem. A number of police agencies did not report criminal or arrest activity under 
the prior reporting system. The number of non-reporting law enforcement agencies, however, has 
increased  substantially in recent years. For example, an estimated 40 agencies failed to report crime  
                                                           
25 Examples of the many reasons that citizens may not report crime include: lack of confidence in the court 
system or the police, fear of retaliation, fear of police, ignorance about who to call or how to report crime, lack of a 
telephone, a judgment that the matter is not serious enough to report, a desire to not get involved, concern that 
they would have to serve as a witness and many other reasons.  

26 This Appendix contains tables on law enforcement reporting to the Michigan State Police by county for 1994, 
1996, 1997 and 1998.  
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and arrest data each year under the old reporting system. In recent years that number has increased. In 
1997, approximately 150 law enforcement agencies failed to report to the state police and only 17 
counties or 20.5 percent of all Michigan's 83 counties reported total police activity for all months. 
However, police agencies in all counties reported to some extent. The total proportion of all months 
reported by Michigan law enforcement agencies was approximately 75 percent for both 1996 and 
1997 (76.0 percent for 1996 and 73.5 percent for 1997, see Table D-1). In 1998 the number of non-
reporting police agencies dropped to 76 agencies. This is double historic levels but approximately half 
the 1996-1997 level. In 1998, 32.5 percent or 27 counties had all police agencies report 100 percent of 
all months of activity. An estimated 84.9 percent of all months of activity were reported in 1998 – up 
substantially from 1997 levels. In 2000 police reporting increased again to 87.6 percent of all months.  
 
The reader is cautioned not to conclude from this that the number of offenses or arrests reported in the 
following tables represents only 87.6 percent of the actual level of Michigan crime or arrests. 
Reported offenses and arrests are probably much closer to the total actual state law enforcement 
criminal activity level than to this percent because, as noted previously, with a few exceptions, most 
of the non-reporting agencies have historically had low crime totals. Comparisons between 1997, 
1998, 1999 and 2000 crime data and comparisons with the annual totals from other years during this 
transitional period may also be reasonable. This analysis also includes comparisons between 2000 
with earlier periods; however, these comparisons should be interpreted with care because of the 
potential of higher levels of missing data in the earlier years due to lower police reporting. 
 
One additional caution is that crime and arrest data in this report should not be compared with FBI 
crime statistics for Michigan. FBI crime reports attempt to estimate the level of state and jurisdiction 
crime by adjusting for unreported crimes and arrests. The FBI crime reports attempt to estimate actual 
levels of crime by using the proportion of jurisdictions that actually reported. As noted earlier, this 
report does not estimate unreported crime or arrests. 
 
In summary, as a general rule reported crime is a conservative indication of crime because some 
crimes are not detected and some detected crimes are not reported. This rule is even more true than 
usual for recent Michigan crime analyses because of the transition to the new crime reporting system 
and the related higher levels of police non-reporting of crime and law enforcement activity. 
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Appendix E: Definitions and Glossary 
 
Definitions 
 
FBI Index Crimes: These crimes include murder, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, 
burglary, larceny, motor vehicle theft, and arson. 

FBI Index Crimes Against Persons: These crimes include murder, rape, robbery, and 
aggravated assault.  

FBI Index Crimes Involving Property: These crimes include burglary, larceny, motor 
vehicle theft, and arson. Note that the Michigan State Police do not include arson in 
this category.  

Part I Offenses: These crimes are equivalent to FBI Index Crimes. 
Part II Offenses: These crimes include all offenses other than FBI index crimes. Examples of these 
crimes are negligent manslaughter, assault, forgery, counterfeiting, fraud, embezzlement, stolen 
property, vandalism, prostitution, sex offenses (not rape), narcotics, gambling, family/child, liquor, 
and disorderly conduct. 

Status Offenses: In general, status offenses are crimes that can only be committed 
by juveniles. For example, runaway, violating curfew, and truancy are crimes that 
can only be committed by juveniles. Other examples of these offenses include minor 
in possession and incorrigibility. The Michigan Uniform Crime Report provides 
information on runaway and curfew/loitering arrests; therefore, for this report, 
total arrests for these offenses are considered to be "status offenses." 

Type I Felonies are serious crimes for which Michigan juvenile state wards are 
placed in secure settings absent mitigating circumstances. These offenses include 
murder, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, sex offenses – other than rape, and 
arson. 
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Appendix F: Total Michigan Arrests by Age
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     Table F-1 
 

A g e : < 1 0 1 1 -1 2 1 3 -1 4 1 5 1 6 T o ta l J u v . %
o f T o ta l

M a le s
In d e x  A rre s ts 1 4 1      9 7 8      2 ,2 7 8   1 ,7 4 7   2 ,1 2 5   7 ,2 6 9   1 8 .2 %
N o n  In d e x 1 9 0      1 ,0 9 1   3 ,4 2 1   3 ,6 5 8   5 ,3 5 8   1 3 ,7 1 8 5 .6 %
S ta tu s 4          3 3        1 4 9      1 3 0      1 0 4      4 2 0      1 0 0 .0 %
T o ta l 3 3 5      2 ,1 0 2   5 ,8 4 8   5 ,5 3 5   7 ,5 8 7   2 1 ,4 0 7 7 .5 %

F e m a le s
In d e x  A rre s ts 2 6        3 4 5      1 ,1 4 5   8 4 1      8 8 5      3 ,2 4 2   2 2 .1 %
N o n  In d e x 2 3        3 5 9      1 ,9 0 8   1 ,7 5 7   2 ,0 1 3   6 ,0 6 0   9 .7 %
S ta tu s 1          2 3        1 3 1      7 7        3 0        2 6 2      1 0 0 .0 %
T o ta l 5 0        7 2 7      3 ,1 8 4   2 ,6 7 5   2 ,9 2 8   9 ,5 6 4   1 2 .4 %

T o ta l
In d e x  A rre s ts 1 6 7      1 ,3 2 3   3 ,4 2 3   2 ,5 8 8   3 ,0 1 0   1 0 ,5 1 1 1 9 .2 %
N o n  In d e x 2 1 3      1 ,4 5 0   5 ,3 2 9   5 ,4 1 5   7 ,3 7 1   1 9 ,7 7 8 6 .4 %
S ta tu s 5          5 6        2 8 0      2 0 7      1 3 4      6 8 2      1 0 0 .0 %
T o ta l 3 8 5      2 ,8 2 9   9 ,0 3 2   8 ,2 1 0   1 0 ,5 1 5 3 0 ,9 7 1 8 .5 %
%  o f J u ve n ile /A d u lt 1 .2 % 9 .1 % 2 9 .2 % 2 6 .5 % 3 4 .0 % 1 0 0 .0 %
%  o f T o ta l 0 .1 % 0 .8 % 2 .5 % 2 .3 % 2 .9 % 8 .5 %

A g e : 1 7 1 8 1 9 2 0 2 1 2 2 2 3 2 4 2 5 -2 9 3 0 -3 4 3 5 -3 9 4 0 -4 4 4 5 -4 9 5 0 -5 4 5 5 -5 9 6 0 -6 4 6 5  < T o ta l A d u lts %
o f T o ta l

M a le s
In d e x  A rre s ts     3 ,0 1 5      2 ,7 0 0      2 ,0 6 9      1 ,7 5 5      1 ,4 6 8      1 ,1 9 0      1 ,0 5 9         9 3 0      3 ,6 6 9      3 ,6 1 3      3 ,6 2 1      3 ,2 5 3      2 ,3 9 2      1 ,0 8 2         4 6 6         1 7 7         2 3 9          3 2 ,6 9 8  8 1 .8 %
N o n  In d e x     9 ,7 0 1    1 3 ,4 9 1    1 4 ,2 7 0    1 4 ,0 3 7    1 1 ,9 6 5    1 0 ,5 2 9      9 ,3 6 3      8 ,3 0 6    3 4 ,0 8 0    2 8 ,7 7 8    2 6 ,5 4 6    2 2 ,9 5 6    1 4 ,5 7 4      7 ,6 7 6      3 ,4 3 6      1 ,5 1 9      1 ,5 5 1        2 3 2 ,7 7 8  9 4 .4 %
S ta tu s             -              -              -             -              -              -             -              -              -             -              -              -            -            -             -             -            -                    -  N .A .
T o ta l   1 2 ,7 1 6    1 6 ,1 9 1    1 6 ,3 3 9    1 5 ,7 9 2    1 3 ,4 3 3    1 1 ,7 1 9    1 0 ,4 2 2      9 ,2 3 6    3 7 ,7 4 9    3 2 ,3 9 1    3 0 ,1 6 7    2 6 ,2 0 9    1 6 ,9 6 6      8 ,7 5 8      3 ,9 0 2      1 ,6 9 6      1 ,7 9 0        2 6 5 ,4 7 6  9 2 .5 %

F e m a le s
In d e x  A rre s ts     1 ,1 6 9         9 0 8         6 7 9         5 5 2         4 5 8         4 4 3         3 4 7         2 9 5      1 ,3 3 6      1 ,3 3 6      1 ,3 4 7      1 ,2 1 5         7 3 7         3 3 6         1 4 4           6 6           9 2          1 1 ,4 6 0  7 7 .9 %
N o n  In d e x     2 ,5 0 4      3 ,2 7 8      3 ,4 2 7      3 ,2 1 2      2 ,5 0 4      2 ,1 9 7      2 ,0 3 3      1 ,8 6 1      7 ,9 1 8      7 ,8 1 6      7 ,9 9 5      6 ,1 4 0      3 ,20 7      1 ,3 3 1         5 3 1         1 9 2         2 1 9          5 6 ,3 6 5  9 0 .3 %
S ta tu s             -              -              -             -              -              -             -              -              -             -              -              -            -            -             -             -            -                    -  N .A .
T o ta l     3 ,6 7 3      4 ,1 8 6      4 ,1 0 6      3 ,7 6 4      2 ,9 6 2      2 ,6 4 0      2 ,3 8 0      2 ,1 5 6      9 ,2 5 4      9 ,1 5 2      9 ,3 4 2      7 ,3 5 5      3 ,94 4      1 ,6 6 7         6 7 5         2 5 8         3 1 1          6 7 ,8 2 5  8 7 .6 %

T o ta l
In d e x  A rre s ts     4 ,1 8 4      3 ,6 0 8      2 ,7 4 8      2 ,3 0 7      1 ,9 2 6      1 ,6 3 3      1 ,4 0 6      1 ,2 2 5      5 ,0 0 5      4 ,9 4 9      4 ,9 6 8      4 ,4 6 8      3 ,12 9      1 ,4 1 8         6 1 0         2 4 3         3 3 1          4 4 ,1 5 8  8 0 .8 %
N o n  In d e x   1 2 ,2 0 5    1 6 ,7 6 9    1 7 ,6 9 7    1 7 ,2 4 9    1 4 ,4 6 9    1 2 ,7 2 6    1 1 ,3 9 6    1 0 ,1 6 7    4 1 ,9 9 8    3 6 ,5 9 4    3 4 ,5 4 1    2 9 ,0 9 6    1 7 ,7 8 1      9 ,0 0 7      3 ,9 6 7      1 ,7 1 1      1 ,7 7 0        2 8 9 ,1 4 3  9 3 .6 %
S ta tu s             -              -              -             -              -              -             -              -              -             -              -              -            -            -             -             -            -                    -  0 .0 %
T o ta l   1 6 ,3 8 9    2 0 ,3 7 7    2 0 ,4 4 5    1 9 ,5 5 6    1 6 ,3 9 5    1 4 ,3 5 9    1 2 ,8 0 2    1 1 ,3 9 2    4 7 ,0 0 3    4 1 ,5 4 3    3 9 ,5 0 9    3 3 ,5 6 4    2 0 ,9 1 0    1 0 ,4 2 5      4 ,5 7 7      1 ,9 5 4      2 ,1 0 1        3 3 3 ,3 0 1  9 1 .5 %
%  o f J u ve n ile /A d u lt 4 .9 % 6 .1 % 6 .1 % 5 .9 % 4 .9 % 4 .3 % 3 .8 % 3 .4 % 1 4 .1 % 1 2 .5 % 1 1 .9 % 1 0 .1 % 6 .3 % 3 .1 % 1 .4 % 0 .6 % 0 .6 % 1 0 0 .0 %
%  o f T o ta l 4 .5 % 5 .6 % 5 .6 % 5 .4 % 4 .5 % 3 .9 % 3 .5 % 3 .1 % 1 2 .9 % 1 1 .4 % 1 0 .8 % 9 .2 % 5 .7 % 2 .9 % 1 .3 % 0 .5 % 0 .6 % 9 1 .5 %

S ta tu s  O ffe n se s  a re  cu rfe w /lo ite r in g  a n d  ru n a w a y v io la tio n s
S o u rc e : M ich ig a n  S ta te  P o lic e , U n ifo rm  C rim e  R e p o rt, 2 0 0 1

A d u lt A rre s ts

J u ve n ile  A rre s ts
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Total Michigan Arrests by Age: 2001 
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Appendix G: 1997 Michigan Status Offense Arrests by County
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Table G-1 

Michigan Counties with Status Offense Arrests: 1997 
Curfew/ Curfew/

County Loitering % Runaway % Total % County Loitering % Runaway % Total %
Alger 0.0% 5 0.3% 5 0.2% Livingston 0.0% 17 1.1% 17 0.5%
Allegan 0.0% 38 2.4% 38 1.2% Luce 0.0% 11 0.7% 11 0.4%
Alpena 0.0% 20 1.3% 20 0.6% Mackinac 0.0% 8 0.5% 8 0.3%
Arenac 0.0% 2 0.1% 2 0.1% Macomb 1 0.1% 5 0.3% 6 0.2%
Baraga 0.0% 1 0.1% 1 0.0% Manistee 0.0% 5 0.3% 5 0.2%
Barry 0.0% 25 1.6% 25 0.8% Marquette 0.0% 31 2.0% 31 1.0%
Bay 0.0% 43 2.7% 43 1.4% Mason 0.0% 1 0.1% 1 0.0%
Berrien 0.0% 19 1.2% 19 0.6% Mecosta 0.0% 5 0.3% 5 0.2%
Branch 0.0% 19 1.2% 19 0.6% Menominee 0.0% 6 0.4% 6 0.2%
Calhoun 0.0% 15 1.0% 15 0.5% Missaukee 0.0% 2 0.1% 2 0.1%
Cass 0.0% 4 0.3% 4 0.1% Monroe 0.0% 14 0.9% 14 0.5%
Cheboygan 0.0% 10 0.6% 10 0.3% Montcalm 0.0% 23 1.5% 23 0.7%
Chippewa 0.0% 13 0.8% 13 0.4% Montmorency 0.0% 4 0.3% 4 0.1%
Clinton 0.0% 1 0.1% 1 0.0% Muskegon 126 8.2% 90 5.7% 216 7.0%
Delta 0.0% 31 2.0% 31 1.0% Newaygo 0.0% 49 3.1% 49 1.6%
Dickinson 0.0% 5 0.3% 5 0.2% Oakland 4 0.3% 17 1.1% 21 0.7%
Eaton 7 0.5% 0.0% 7 0.2% Oceana 0.0% 6 0.4% 6 0.2%
Emmett 0.0% 4 0.3% 4 0.1% Ogemaw 0.0% 7 0.4% 7 0.2%
Genesee 76 5.0% 92 5.9% 168 5.4% Ontonagon 0.0% 1 0.1% 1 0.0%
Gladwin 0.0% 8 0.5% 8 0.3% Osceola 1 0.1% 21 1.3% 22 0.7%
Grand Traverse 0.0% 8 0.5% 8 0.3% Oscoda 0.0% 1 0.1% 1 0.0%
Gratiot 0.0% 14 0.9% 14 0.5% Otsego 0.0% 16 1.0% 16 0.5%
Hillsdale 0.0% 10 0.6% 10 0.3% Ottawa 0.0% 27 1.7% 27 0.9%
Houghton 0.0% 14 0.9% 14 0.5% Presque Isle 1 0.1% 1 0.1% 2 0.1%
Huron 0.0% 3 0.2% 3 0.1% Roscommon 0.0% 23 1.5% 23 0.7%
Ingham 460 30.0% 0.0% 460 14.8% Saginaw 0.0% 14 0.9% 14 0.5%
Ionia 0.0% 17 1.1% 17 0.5% St. Clair 0.0% 18 1.1% 18 0.6%
Iosco 1 0.1% 15 1.0% 16 0.5% St. Joseph 0.0% 14 0.9% 14 0.5%
Iron 0.0% 1 0.1% 1 0.0% Sanilac 0.0% 16 1.0% 16 0.5%
Isabella 0.0% 13 0.8% 13 0.4% Schoolcraft 0.0% 5 0.3% 5 0.2%
Jackson 0.0% 17 1.1% 17 0.5% Shiawassee 0.0% 15 1.0% 15 0.5%
Kalamazoo 0.0% 3 0.2% 3 0.1% Tuscola 0.0% 29 1.8% 29 0.9%
Kalkaska 0.0% 7 0.4% 7 0.2% Van Buren 0.0% 54 3.4% 54 1.7%
Kent 558 36.4% 152 9.7% 710 22.9% Wastenaw 0.0% 28 1.8% 28 0.9%
Lake 1 0.1% 0.0% 1 0.0% Wayne 298 19.4% 331 21.1% 629 20.3%
Lapeer 0.0% 5 0.3% 5 0.2% Wexford 0.0% 20 1.3% 20 0.6%
Lenawee 0.0% 14 0.9% 14 0.5% Total 1,534 100.0% 1,569 100.0% 3,103 100.0%

Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports, 1997
This table provides the percent of the state total of curfew/loitering and runaway arrests accounted for by each county.   
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Table G-2 

Michigan Counties with Status Offense Arrests: 1997 
Curfew/ Curfew/

County Loitering % Runaway % Total % County Loitering % Runaway % Total %
Alger 0.0% 5 100.0% 5 100.0% Livingston 0.0% 17 100.0% 17 100.0%
Allegan 0.0% 38 100.0% 38 100.0% Luce 0.0% 11 100.0% 11 100.0%
Alpena 0.0% 20 100.0% 20 100.0% Mackinac 0.0% 8 100.0% 8 100.0%
Arenac 0.0% 2 100.0% 2 100.0% Macomb 1 16.7% 5 83.3% 6 100.0%
Baraga 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% Manistee 0.0% 5 100.0% 5 100.0%
Barry 0.0% 25 100.0% 25 100.0% Marquette 0.0% 31 100.0% 31 100.0%
Bay 0.0% 43 100.0% 43 100.0% Mason 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0%
Berrien 0.0% 19 100.0% 19 100.0% Mecosta 0.0% 5 100.0% 5 100.0%
Branch 0.0% 19 100.0% 19 100.0% Menominee 0.0% 6 100.0% 6 100.0%
Calhoun 0.0% 15 100.0% 15 100.0% Missaukee 0.0% 2 100.0% 2 100.0%
Cass 0.0% 4 100.0% 4 100.0% Monroe 0.0% 14 100.0% 14 100.0%
Cheboygan 0.0% 10 100.0% 10 100.0% Montcalm 0.0% 23 100.0% 23 100.0%
Chippewa 0.0% 13 100.0% 13 100.0% Montmorency 0.0% 4 100.0% 4 100.0%
Clinton 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% Muskegon 126 58.3% 90 41.7% 216 100.0%
Delta 0.0% 31 100.0% 31 100.0% Newaygo 0.0% 49 100.0% 49 100.0%
Dickinson 0.0% 5 100.0% 5 100.0% Oakland 4 19.0% 17 81.0% 21 100.0%
Eaton 7 100.0% 0.0% 7 100.0% Oceana 0.0% 6 100.0% 6 100.0%
Emmett 0.0% 4 100.0% 4 100.0% Ogemaw 0.0% 7 100.0% 7 100.0%
Genesee 76 45.2% 92 54.8% 168 100.0% Ontonagon 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0%
Gladwin 0.0% 8 100.0% 8 100.0% Osceola 1 4.5% 21 95.5% 22 100.0%
Grand Traverse 0.0% 8 100.0% 8 100.0% Oscoda 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0%
Gratiot 0.0% 14 100.0% 14 100.0% Otsego 0.0% 16 100.0% 16 100.0%
Hillsdale 0.0% 10 100.0% 10 100.0% Ottawa 0.0% 27 100.0% 27 100.0%
Houghton 0.0% 14 100.0% 14 100.0% Presque Isle 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 2 100.0%
Huron 0.0% 3 100.0% 3 100.0% Roscommon 0.0% 23 100.0% 23 100.0%
Ingham 460 100.0% 0.0% 460 100.0% Saginaw 0.0% 14 100.0% 14 100.0%
Ionia 0.0% 17 100.0% 17 100.0% St. Clair 0.0% 18 100.0% 18 100.0%
Iosco 1 6.3% 15 93.8% 16 100.0% St. Joseph 0.0% 14 100.0% 14 100.0%
Iron 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% Sanilac 0.0% 16 100.0% 16 100.0%
Isabella 0.0% 13 100.0% 13 100.0% Schoolcraft 0.0% 5 100.0% 5 100.0%
Jackson 0.0% 17 100.0% 17 100.0% Shiawassee 0.0% 15 100.0% 15 100.0%
Kalamazoo 0.0% 3 100.0% 3 100.0% Tuscola 0.0% 29 100.0% 29 100.0%
Kalkaska 0.0% 7 100.0% 7 100.0% Van Buren 0.0% 54 100.0% 54 100.0%
Kent 558 78.6% 152 21.4% 710 100.0% Wastenaw 0.0% 28 100.0% 28 100.0%
Lake 1 100.0% 0.0% 1 100.0% Wayne 298 47.4% 331 52.6% 629 100.0%
Lapeer 0.0% 5 100.0% 5 100.0% Wexford 0.0% 20 100.0% 20 100.0%
Lenawee 0.0% 14 100.0% 14 100.0% Total 1,534 49.4% 1,569 50.6% 3,103 100.0%

Source: Michigan State Police, Uniform Crime Reports, 1997
This table provides the percent of all status offense arrests in each county by the number of curfew/loitering and runaway arrests.  
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Appendix H: Michigan Population by County 1991 - 2001
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   Michigan Population Data by County, 1991-2001
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B. List of State’s Priority Juvenile Justice Needs/Problem Statements 
 
The Michigan Committee on Juvenile Justice reviewed the challenges facing the State in 
the juvenile justice and delinquency prevention area and determined that they would 
continue to address the three program areas. The Committee added three new program 
areas, drug and mental health courts, youth culture, and balanced and restorative justice. In 
addition, they added alternatives to detention as another focal area. 
 
Drug and Mental Health Courts: The focus on substance abuse and mental health issues 
arose from several sources. The Committee on Juvenile Justice held a series of hearings 
around the state in preparing the 2000-2002 Comprehensive Plan. Mental Health services 
emerged as a focal point. The Committee focused on mental health services at one of its 
June meetings and began discussing the need for additional mental health services. A few 
members of the Committee also watched the development of drug courts in Michigan, 
visited juvenile drug court programs, and also attended several national drug court 
conferences. The outcome was an interest in addressing both substance abuse and mental 
health issues, with one approach being to enhance existing juvenile drug court programs 
with the addition of a mental health component. Pilot projects have been developed with 
Juvenile Drug Courts in Kalamazoo and Macomb Counties during 2004 to link juvenile 
offenders, who are delinquent temporary wards with co-occurring disorders and their 
families with services appropriate to their needs.  A third pilot project is being implemented  
with the Oakland County  Juvenile Drug Court during 2005.   The Committee may also 
pursue other initiatives to strengthen mental health services for juveniles. One strategy 
would be to leverage Child Care Funds to draw down additional federal/Medicaid funding to 
enhance program services. 
 
Youth Culture: The focus on youth culture emerged from the work of Dr. Carl Taylor, Chair 
of the Minority Over-representation Subcommittee, and a student of youth culture and youth 
gangs. Dr. Taylor asked the Committee to recognize the impact that youth culture was 
having on youth and suggested that youth workers should have more knowledge of youth 
culture so they can relate better to the young people with which they are working. The 
Committee agreed to request funded programs to look at youth culture as an influence on 
young people and suggested that an educational program or set of conferences for staff 
working with young people be developed. 
 
Balanced and Restorative Justice: Balanced and Restorative Justice emerged as a focal 
point for the Committee. The Committee asked staff to assure that the principles and vision 
of balanced and restorative justice were incorporated in all of the programs that the 
Committee funded. Agencies and communities will need to address this issue in future 
applications. 
 
Delinquency Prevention: Delinquency prevention remains a key focus of the Committee 
on Juvenile Justice. The Title V Delinquency Prevention Initiative has had a major impact on 
communities and neighborhoods throughout the state and has produced community 
sustainability. 
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Comprehensive Strategy Implementation: The Comprehensive Strategy, now called 
Building Restorative Communities, is a priority focus of the Committee. Giving counties the 
opportunity to view the whole range of delinquency prevention and juvenile justice services 
in their community and to understand the duplications and gaps in resources and services is 
a very important tool. The Committee required that the community review its use of the 
principles and vision of balanced and restorative justice as part of the planning process. The 
use of balanced and restorative practices often provides great accountability for the youth in 
the process. The Committee anticipates that careful review of the system will redirect 
resources to prevention over the long term. 
 
Disproportionate Minority Contact: Michigan continues to view Disproportionate Minority 
Contact (DMC) as a priority within the juvenile justice system. The identification and 
assessment phases are concurrently being addressed through data compilation as well as 
planning and implementation of the assessment tools. The new measure, the Relative Rate 
Index (RRI), is being incorporated and data are being converted.  Subsequent   to meeting 
with Dr. Feyerherm in December 2004, a Michigan specific  RRI tool was developed.  The 
assessment phase will include an intensive study in Genesee, Kent and Wayne counties 
which are the three (3) of the largest counties in Michigan.  Future program planning will  
include an on going analysis, identification of DMC causation factors for each contact point 
and examination of community factors or community readiness to implement effective 
intervention programming. 
 
Aftercare/Reentry: Based on data discovered during the initial DMC assessment, it 
became obvious that there was an overall lack of adequate aftercare and reintegration 
services for youth returning to the community from secure placements. This was found to be 
true for all youth, regardless of race or ethnicity. Given this data as well as a desire to 
impact juvenile criminal recidivism, the Michigan Committee on Juvenile Justice prioritized 
Aftercare/Reentry services and continues to support this initiative.  Appropriate funding will 
be directed toward the development or replication of a model implementation purposes. 
 
Gender-Specific Services: Female specific services were prioritized in Michigan as a 
subset of the DMC initiative due to discovery of information during the initial DMC 
assessment: 1) Females are over-represented in Michigan for status offense arrests and 2) 
The proportion of females arrested (especially for serious, violent crimes) has greatly 
increased in recent years. Additionally, the existing female juvenile justice services were 
adaptations of models developed for males and there was a great lack of models 
specifically designed for females. This priority was also emphasized by state legislation, 
which requires the parent agency, the Michigan Family Independence Agency, to establish 
gender-specific programming for females. This need remains a priority for Michigan. 
 
Native American Pass Through: Announcements of the availability of grants go to all of 
the tribal communities with law enforcement services. Several of the Tribal Communities 
use the Native American Pass Through funds for special projects involving tribal youth, 
often in the summer. Several of the tribes have completed four-year grant programs for Title 
II, II-E, and V programs.  Additional  funding will be made available  to establish a uniform 
data collection system.  
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 Monitoring for Compliance: Compliance monitoring for deinstitutionalization of status 
offenders and jail removal continues to be effective in reducing the locking of juveniles in 
Michigan. The principal focus is keeping law enforcement and juvenile detention staff aware 
of the core requirements and encouraging cooperation in compliance efforts. In the past, 
Michigan has been in compliance with the separation requirement, and juveniles are 
currently separated from adult detainees in facilities designed to incarcerate adults. 
However, the state must now focus its efforts on the separation of waived youth from the 
juvenile population in youth facilities. The Michigan Committee on Juvenile Justice and the 
Michigan Family Independence Agency are working together to request guidance, assess 
the scope of non-compliant incidents, and develop policies that will facilitate compliance 
with the separation requirement. 
 
Alternatives to Detention: Detention reform and alternatives to detention is a growing 
concern in Michigan. At present, the magnitude of the issues calling for reform is not clear. 
However, the Michigan Juvenile Detention Association, Inc., which is comprised of 
administrators of the detention centers across the state, have voiced concerns and interest 
in collaborating for system change relative to the over-use of juvenile detention. Issues that 
related to improper use of detention, overcrowded conditions, minority over-representation 
and gender insensitivity are the impetus for both reform and the development of adequate 
and appropriate alternatives. The initial analysis is being planned in conjunction and in 
accordance with the Annie E. Casey Foundation and their “Pathways to Juvenile Detention 
Reform” curriculum. This programming area has been identified as a new priority for 
Michigan. 
 
Juvenile Justice System Improvement: Juvenile records in Michigan are kept on  
several databases.  There is repetitive entry of identical information on multiple  
computer systems and paper documents.  There is also no way to monitor 1) the type  
of data being entered 2) whether data is reported.  Not having this data in one  
database presents a problem in  terms of missing data and accountability.  While the   
Bureau of Juvenile Justice has developed several collaborative efforts with other  
State Agencies including the Michigan State Police, State Court Administrators Office  
and the Prosecuting Attorneys Office to combat the problem missing data continues  
to be a problem because many of the databases are incompatible.  The two most  
promising databases for improving the collection of  information on juveniles are the  
state’s Juvenile Justice on Line Technology (JJOLT) and the counties’ Prosecuting  
Attorney’s Association of Michigan (PACC/PAAM).  These two systems present the  
best opportunity for improvements, however, individual court’s will be contacted for  
an identification of specific needs relative to providing accurate and consistent data.   
Technical assistance including funding will be provided as available.   
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3. Plans for Compliance with the First Three Core Requirements of the JJDPA Act 

and the State’s Plan for Compliance Monitoring 
 

A. Plan for Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders (Removal of Status 
Offendersand Nonoffenders from Secure Detention and Correctional Facilities) 
Michigan law provides for deinstitutionalization of status offenders and  
nonoffenders,and some courts utilize the valid court order exception.  
Michigan is in substantial compliance with the provision.   

 
Each year the Michigan State University School of Criminal Justice compliance 
monitoring program visits approximately 50% of juvenile detention and  secure 
treatment facilities on a rotating basis. Informational materials are provided to facility 
staff during site visits. The program also  contacts all agencies that have secure 
facilities annually to determine their  
compliance with DSO requirements. 

 
B. Plan for Separation of Juveniles from Adult Offenders 

In the past, Michigan has been in compliance with the separation  
requirement, as Michigan law requires separation of juveniles from adult  
detainees in facilities designed to incarcerate adults. Separation is also  
required during transport. Jails and lockups achieve separation either  
architecturally, through supplemental devices such as window coverings or through 
practices that include time phasing to prohibit simultaneous use of an area by 
juveniles and adults. 

 
Each year the Michigan State University School of Criminal Justice  
Compliance monitoring program visits all jails and lockups reporting violations  of 
JJDPA requirements during the previous year. The program also contacts  all 
agencies that have secure facilities annually to determine their  compliance. The 
monitoring staff makes site visits to all  law enforcement  facilities on a rotating 
schedule and maintains information on facility design,  policies, and procedures. 
Site visits include a walk through of the facility to ensure that sight and sound 
separation of juveniles from adult prisoners is accomplished in all areas of the 
facility. Participation by law enforcement agencies is voluntary; however, most law 
enforcement agencies participate in the program. 

 
However, since recent OJJDP guidance has been promulgated regarding youth 
confined in juvenile facilities who have been waived to adult court and have reached 
the age of criminal responsibility, the state must develop new policies and 
procedures to ensure compliance. 
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Michigan law currently provides that juveniles waived to adult court or designated 
for adult trial in juvenile court may be sentenced either to a juvenile or adult facility. 
Past practice in the state has not been to separate such youth from juveniles placed 
at secure youth facilities pursuant to delinquency proceedings. Juveniles waived to 
adult court but subsequently placed by the court in juvenile facilities may remain in 
those facilities after reaching the age of criminal responsibility.   

 
The Michigan Family Independence Agency, Federal Grants Unit has forwarded 
information to OJJDP on Michigan laws, along with a request for state-specific  
guidance concerning these cases. The Michigan Committee on Juvenile Justice and 
the Michigan Family Independence Agency are working to gather statistical 
information so that an assessment will be available as a basis on which to formulate 
compliance plans. 
 

C.  Plan for Removal of Juveniles from Adult Jails and Lockups (Jail Removal) 
Michigan law provides for removal of juveniles from adult jails and lockups with   
One exception. Juveniles who are out of control in a juvenile facility or who  
represent a threat to others or themselves may be placed in an adult facility for up  
to thirty days. Each year some juveniles are jailed under that provision. Over the  
past years, the Committee on Juvenile Justice has utilized Title II funds to  reduce  
the number of juveniles locked in violation of the provision to provide alternative  
programs. Based on the cooperation of Circuit Court Family  Division staff, this is  
the first year we did not budget funds for this purpose. For the past  two years  
Michigan achieved substantial compliance with the provision. 

 
Each year the Michigan State University School of Criminal Justice compliance 
monitoring program visits all jails and lockups reporting violations of JJDPA 
requirements during the previous year. The program also contacts all agencies  
that have secure facilities annually to determine their compliance with this  
provision. The monitoring staff makes site visits to all law enforcement facilities on 
a rotating schedule to maintain information on facility design, policies, and  
procedures. Participation by law enforcement agencies is voluntary. Most law  
enforcement agencies participate in the program. 
 

D.  Plan For Compliance Monitoring 
The monitoring process is mandated by the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act. The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention  
(OJJDP) provides the guidelines for the monitoring process through the  Federal 
Register; opinions from Department of Justice, Office of General Counsel; OJJDP 
staff; and Developmental Services Group, the technical assistance contractor on 
monitoring issues. 

 
One of the major responsibilities of the State of Michigan, Federal Grant Unit is to 
maintain a monitoring plan and process. The plan must provide for the collection of 
data regarding locked detention of status offenders and nonoffenders in jails, 
lockups, juvenile detention homes, and in locked state and private institutions. The 
Federal Grant Unit also must monitor and collect data regarding separation of  
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juveniles from adults in jails and lockups. A third responsibility is to monitor and to 
collect data on the locked placement of juveniles in jails and lockups to determine 
compliance with jail removal provisions of the JJDPA. 

 
The Federal Grant Unit and the Committee on Juvenile Justice continue to provide 
Michigan State University, School of Criminal Justice with a grant to handle the 
monitoring for jail removal and separation, and for monitoring juvenile detention 
homes and state and private residential treatment agency locked facilities. 
 
One of the responsibilities of the Michigan State University School of Criminal 
Justice (MSU/SCJ) is to assist the Federal Grant Unit in defining the monitoring 
universe. To complete this process, MSU/SCJ has identified all of the known 
departments and detention centers in Michigan. 

 
(1) Identification of the Monitoring Universe: There are 83 sheriff departments in the 

state of Michigan. Eighty of these agencies have jails and the remaining three  
have lockups. All of these facilities are visited each year as a part of the  
monitoring process. 

 
The number of police departments may vary from year to year as demographic 
changes occur and local decisions are made to add new departments or transfer  
law enforcement authority from county to local jurisdiction. The number and  
location(s) of state police posts may also vary. Additionally, the number of police  
departments having locking capabilities is different than the total number of  
police departments in the state. 

 
The current list of police departments and state police posts was initially developed 
from several sources. These are (1) the list used historically by the  
Federal Grant Unit, (2) Michigan’s State Police database, and (3) a list compiled by 
Ameritech Michigan (Ameritech updates their list every two years and contacts 
each law enforcement agency directly to ensure accuracy of information). These 
lists were cross-checked to ensure that the information used to develop a database 
would be comprehensive. 

 
(2) Classification of Facilities: Once these lists were combined, Michigan State 

University sent a survey to each agency requesting confirmation that general 
information about the facility, i.e., address, phone, etc., was correct. Information   
was also requested concerning the secure detention capabilities of the agency. 
Responses were classified as those having cells, those having secure detention 
capabilities through use of cuffing devices, and those which had neither. 

 
Several databases are currently maintained - one for each of the following types of 
facilities: (1) sheriff departments (county jails), (2) police departments and state 
police posts (municipal lockups), (3) juvenile facilities (public and private) and (4) 
other agencies such as parks, airports, universities or other such entities. The most 
recent survey was completed in 2003. 
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In addition to periodic surveys of all agencies, database information is updated 
whenever correspondence is received or site visit information is reviewed. The 
classification status of an agency is also checked during site visits and entered, 
along with other information, on a site visit form. 
 

(3) Inspection of Facilities: A major part of the monitoring process is the on-site review at 
the local facility. One aspect involves viewing the physical facilities at the jail, lockup, 
juvenile detention home, and/or state or private institution. Another aspect is verifying 
the data on-site through review of a sample of data records.   

 
The Michigan State University, School of Criminal Justice and the Federal Grant Unit 
have developed a monitoring manual, including protocols, forms, and procedures.  
These documents are useful to all participants in the monitoring process.  
 
Materials are distributed during site visits to facilitate compliance with federal 
regulations. These materials include: 
 

- Training booklets tailored to federal compliance in Michigan 
-  Information in Michigan state law relating to juvenile detention 
- Information on the federal JJDPA 
- Information on developing comprehensive policies regarding juvenile  

Detention 
-   Copies of current reporting forms with instructions 
- Information on the federal position statement concerning alcohol and  

tobacco related offenses 
 

Juvenile Facilities. The monitoring process regarding deinstitutionalization of status 
offenders and nonoffenders is complex. A key part is determination of the true nature of 
the offense and the technical stage in the process that the youth is at in the system. 
The issue surfaces in each type of facility and is a major part of the data verification 
process. 

 
A second issue is the implementation of the valid court order provisions of the 
JJDPA. Monitoring involves checking court records to determine whether status 
offenders placed in the juvenile detention homes were handled according to  valid court 
order provisions of the JJDPA.  
 
Another DSO monitoring issue is working with juvenile detention homes and the 
secure private institutions to assure that juvenile courts use the valid court order 
process prior to sending juveniles to a secure juvenile treatment program. 

 
Adult Jails and Lockups: Monitoring site visits involve 83 sheriff departments (80 with 
jails and 3 with lockups) as well as 178 police departments and state police posts that 
have lockups. 
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Some police departments request exempt status, indicating that they do not place 
juveniles in locked areas. These facilities agree that if any juvenile is locked in the 
facility, they will report the incident to the Federal Grants Unit. On-site visits assess 
their compliance. For departments holding exemption status, annual letters have been 
sent to confirm their ongoing policy of not locking juveniles. A written response is 
requested so that compliance will be documented for each calendar year. 

 
For the other police department and jail facilities, the process is to check the data in the 
reports submitted with the records of the department.  During the past year, monitoring 
activities have focused heavily on the facilities that have locked detention capabilities. 
This emphasis has led to further reductions in the number of juveniles who were locked 
in adult facilities. In general, 100% of jails and over 50% of lockups have  been visited 
each year. These visits provide an opportunity to assess the facilities’ record keeping 
systems as well as their secure detention capability status. 

 
A review of sight/sound separation compliance is also accomplished during site 
visits. The review involves walking through the actual facility and a review of the 
policy or practice concerning separation of juveniles from adult prisoners. 

 
The walk through the facility starts with the area where the juvenile leaves the police 
car and follows the route that the juvenile will take throughout his or her stay in the 
facility. During the walk through the facility staff review each area to determine whether 
sight, sound and contact separation are achieved. 

 
In most cases, a policy review is also necessary. Few departments have facilities that 
are completely separate for adults and juveniles. As a result, departments must achieve 
separation through adherence to procedures that insure separation during all aspects of 
the process. 

 
If there is evidence of a violation of the separation requirement, the violation must be 
reported. The process for reporting opportunities for violation or actual violations is in 
place. If incidents come to our attention, appropriate calls are made or letters are  
mailed to the jurisdiction and to appropriate superintending bodies, including the County 
Jail Services Unit, Michigan Department of Corrections; the Office of Community 
Corrections; the Michigan Committee on Juvenile Justice; and the local unit of 
government which is responsible for the unit. 
 
Michigan State Law has always required separation from adults in all areas 
(including transport) with the exception of some inadvertent and incidental contact 
during booking or in travel to and from housing unit areas.  

 
Michigan State Law calls for separation of juveniles from adults in the Michigan 
Penal Code, the Michigan Juvenile Code, and the Michigan Juvenile Court Rules.  
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The Michigan Department of Corrections, County Jail Services Unit, is the agency  
responsible for regulation of jails and monitoring the separation of juveniles in adult 
facilities. 

 
Monitoring reviews conducted by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention staff of the Michigan monitoring process, as well as the yearly monitoring 
workshops conducted by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 
make it clear that housing unit separation throughout the facility is required. Only 
inadvertent and incidental contact is allowed when moving from area to area in the 
facility or in the booking area. 

 
To keep the juvenile justice community informed of the requirements for monitoring, the 
Michigan Committee on Juvenile Justice has completed the following: 
 

1. Writing to both judges and sheriffs to remind them of the separation 
requirements in Michigan and Federal Law regarding placement of juveniles 
in locked facilities. 

 
2. Encouraging both judges and sheriffs not to place juveniles in jail but to 

encourage the use of other options in the community or in the state to provide 
supervision and treatment of juveniles. 

 
3.  Encouraging the development of policies that eliminate the practice of jailing 

juveniles, thereby eliminating any problems regarding separation within the 
facility. 

 
Violations of the separation requirement can be identified by many persons. A 
member of the staff of the agency holding the juvenile may call for clarification. A 
staff member of the County Jail Services Unit of the Michigan Department of 
Corrections may come across a violation. A member of the staff of the Michigan 
Family Independence Agency, Regional Detention Support Services unit may call in a 
question after receiving information from a juvenile court or a sheriff department.  
However, the most likely source of information on a violation would be a visit from the 
Michigan State University, School of Criminal Justice staff member making a monitoring 
visit or a representative of a grantee supplementing the work of the Federal Grants Unit 
through training, technical assistance, program development, or monitoring efforts. 
 
If a violation does come to the attention of the Federal Grants Unit, a determination has 
to be made regarding whether this is part of a pattern or practice. The Chair of the Jail 
Removal and Separation Subcommittee may contact the judge, juvenile detention 
home director, police chief, or the sheriff, notifying them of the problem.  The specific 
instance is documented. 

 
If further review indicates that the judge is unaware of the violation of separation, the 
judge is informed of the problem in the facility and is encouraged to tour the facility to 
see what the problem is. 
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If further review indicates that the police chief or the police department is unaware of 
the violation of separation, we provide both verbal and written notice. We walk through 
the facility with the police chief or lockup supervisor, showing the ways in which the 
violation comes about and suggesting methods for changing the placement of juveniles 
in order to achieve separation, if such methods are possible in t he facility. 

 
(4) Data Collection and Verification: Data relevant to juvenile detention incidents is 

collected by the staff in the jail, lockup, juvenile detention facility, or state or  private 
institution. The data is then forwarded to the Michigan Department of Corrections, 
Office of Community Corrections, to Michigan State University School of Criminal 
Justice, or to the Federal Grants Unit. It is reviewed and follow-up contacts are made to  
ensure accuracy and completeness. Thereafter it is organized into reports required by 
the Federal Grants Unit, the Michigan Committee on Juvenile Justice, and the Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 
 
Establishing a process for reporting the data to interested persons and organizations is 
an important aspect of the program. The Michigan Committee on Juvenile Justice, 
chiefs of police, sheriffs, judges, detention home administrators, state and private 
agency directors, and others are interested in the data. Providing reports to the 
Michigan Committee on Juvenile Justice and to associations and professional groups is 
very important to achieving further gains in the integrity of the process.  
 
Since data reporting is not required by Michigan law, time and effort must be 
expended to encourage agencies to respond to requests for information. Site  visits are 
made to all county jails each year to build relationships with law enforcement staff at 
those facilities. 
 
Role of the S.A.G. In Monitoring for Compliance: During 2004/2005, the Michigan 
Committee on Juvenile Justice engaged in the following activities to help obtain 
compliance with the core requirements: 
 
a. Distributed The Juvenile Justice And Delinquency Prevention Act 

Michigan Guide To Compliance With Laws Governing The Placement Of 
Juveniles In Secure Facilities booklet to Circuit Court Family Division 
judges, jail administrators, Michigan State Police post commanders, police 
chiefs, and sheriffs upon request. 
 

b. Through the assistance of the Michigan State University monitoring process, 
increased the effectiveness of the Jail Population Information System (JPIS) 
reporting system used by county jails. 
 

c. The Jail Removal and Separation Subcommittee Chair responded to 
questions from sheriffs, police chiefs, judges, and court administrators around the 
state on federal and state laws regarding the detention of juveniles. 
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d. In April 2001, the Michigan Committee on Juvenile Justice approved the 

steps for notifying law enforcement agencies of federal provisions regarding 
minor in possession and tobacco violations involving minors. This involves 
sending letters and appropriate informational materials to affected agencies 
when such incidents occur. The process continues during 2004/2005 as situations 
arise that warrant attention. 
 

e. Developed a strategy for communication with communities that continue to 
lock juveniles thereby creating a high number of violations of the JJDPA jail 
removal requirements. 
 

 f. Creation of a letter to address MIP’s.
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4. Program Descriptions 
 
COURT SERVICES/DRUG AND MENTAL HEALTH (Substance Abuse And Mental 
Health Treatment For Juveniles In Family Court) 
 
STATE PROGRAM DESIGNATOR: JDMHC  
STANDARD PROGRAM AREA: 07, 20  
 
Program Problem Statement: In 2002, approximately 1,748 juveniles (5.3% of 32,873 
total arrests in Michigan) were arrested for violations of narcotics laws (State 
Police/Uniform Crime Reports). 
 
We know that drug use among juveniles continues to be a significant problem in the 
juvenile j justice system.  USA Today reported in January of 1998, that “80% of people 
behind bars have alcohol and other drug issues.” In the same study it was reported that 
the majority of repeat offenders are drug users. The probability is high that juvenile 
offenders with substance abuse issues will commit more severe crimes, ultimately 
becoming adult offenders. We know that this problem continues in 2005. 
 
A survey of incarcerated juveniles found that 48 percent of the youth reported being 
intoxicated (drugs or alcohol) at the time they committed their crime. In addition, up to 
33 percent of youth test positive for illicit drugs at the time they are arrested or 
detained. Once delinquent behavior has begun, drug use tends to lead to increased 
criminal activity (Snyder & Sickmund, 1995). 
 
During the past decade, there has been a significant increase of female youth with both 
substance abuse and mental health disorders in the juveniles justice system. There is 
an increasing concern about the disproportional percentage of minority youth in 
correctional facilities, and increasing attention paid to the needs of gay, lesbian, 
bisexual and trans-gender youth. These are critical issues that must be considered in 
the development of drug and mental health courts. 

 
The National Center on Addiction and Substance Abuse at Columbia University 
reported in “Shoveling Up: The Impact of Substance Abuse on State Budgets”, that in 
1998 12.3% of the state budget for Michigan was on spending related to substance 
abuse. 

 
The drop in mental health services available to people, particularly, youth, has dropped 
in the last twenty years due to the closing of many mental health hospitals. While it was 
expected that community mental health centers would fill in the gaps, this has not 
happened primarily because the centers lack the resources to provide services. The 
result for youth has been that 20 percent of youth entering the juvenile justice system 
experience serious emotional or mental disorders.  
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Once in the system, they typically remain in the system due to severe and persistent 
mental health symptoms. Experts say that crime among youth with mental health 
disorders is on the rise and will continue in record numbers unless assessment is 
extensive and treatment is prompt. 

 
Of equal concern are the economical issues facing states due to the imprisonment of 
juveniles abusing drugs. The National Association of Drug Court Professionals reported 
that incarceration of drug using offenders costs between $20,000 and $50,000 per 
person per year.  One county alone in Michigan spent $5,897 in one day on court 
appointed fees for dispositions of persons dually diagnosed (substance abuse and 
mental illness). 

 
In Juvenile Offenders with Mental Health Disorders: Who Are They and What Do We 
Do With Them, Dr. Lisa Boesky states that “The exact number of mentally ill juvenile 
offenders is currently unknown.” However, she concludes, “youth involved with the 
juvenile justice system have significantly more mental health disorders than youth in the 
general population. And the mental health disorders from which these youth suffer are 
often serious and debilitating”. Unlike the mental health system, juvenile justice has little 
to say regarding which youth it accepts or does not accept into its care.  The juvenile 
justice system has become the default placement for many youth with mental health 
disorders that are not receiving appropriate psychological and psychiatric treatment in 
the community. 

 
The push for immediate intervention in the treatment of the juveniles entering our court 
system with drug and mental health disorders is paramount to the public safety of all. 
Our juvenile courts must be expanded to include an organizational structure that allows 
for a continuum of services that promotes a team approach toward treatment. A team 
approach consisting of professionals from the juvenile justice, mental health, and 
substance abuse treatment systems must exist in order to adequately address these 
disorders on the front end. On the back end, it is imperative that these professionals 
involve the schools, community stakeholders, and the family in the treatment process. 

 
Juvenile justice practitioners must look beyond traditional methods of addressing 
delinquency among our youth. The nature of both the delinquent acts and dependency 
issues have become too complex for any single agency to handle. Drug and mental 
health courts require the involvement of multiple agencies and community 
representatives in order to provide the holistic approach that courts have traditionally 
attempted to provide. 

 
Specialty courts, particularly drug courts with a mental health component need to be 
developed to provide a total continuum of care and to reduce the chances of juveniles 
engaging in behaviors that lead to confinement. Drug courts involve comprehensive 
programs that include early identification and assessment, treatment, intensive 
supervision, judicial monitoring, testing and court-mandated sanctions and incentives. 
These specialty courts are needed to encourage and promote collaboration providing 
for the use of a variety of strategies that will discourage further involvement in the 
juvenile justice system.  
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Goals/Objectives/Performance Indicators/Activities: 
 
Goal A: Increase the statewide capacity to address the continuum of needs of 
juvenile offenders with co-occurring (substance abuse and mental health) disorders. 
 
Objective 1: Develop effective treatment programs for juvenile offenders with 
Co-occurring (substance abuse and mental health) disorders. 
 
Performance Indicators:  Progress reports from pilot projects on program 
performance. 

 
Activities:   Providing technical assistance and training programs to pilot 
projects to assist them in addressing the continuum of needs of juvenile 
offenders with co-occurring (substance abuse and mental health) 
disorders. 

 
Objective 2: The program will promote the following changes in juvenile  
behavior:  Retain sobriety and restore abstinence; Reduction in criminal activity and  
reduced recidivism; Perform well in school or, alternatively, achieve full time  
employment or job skills training; Integrate community and family resources; Reduce  
the need for residential mental health services. 
 
Performance Indicators: Data collection on the above issues. 
 
Activities: Providing the continuum of care of services for juveniles in the 
drug court/mental health program either through court intervention or community 
involvement. 

 
Goal B:  Expand the continuum of care for juveniles to be more comprehensive  
to reduce the rate of recidivism (re-arrests and residential placement) and reduce the risk of 
juveniles engaging in behaviors that lead to confinement. The continuum of care will be 
expanded through increased collaboration and communication at the local level, by 
providing more immediate intervention through the juvenile drug court/mental health model, 
and by accessing additional services where possible through local, state and federal 
resources. 

 
Objective 1:  Reduce the rate of recidivism. 
 
Performance Indicators:  Increased collaboration within the counties for 
respective pilot court sites. 

 
Activities:  Program monitoring to identify gaps in the continuum of care and 
explore additional resources which may be available to further enhance the continuum of 
care available for juveniles with co-occurring disorders.  
 
Objective 2:  Reduce the rate of behaviors leading to confinement. 
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Performance Indicators: Monitoring of drug court/mental health program to 
determine patterns of behavior or issues that lead to confinement. 

 
Activities:  Collaboration with drug court/mental health staff at pilot courts to 
develop problem-solving strategies using a strength based model to  
reduce the rate of confinement for juveniles with substance abuse and mental health 
disorders. 

 
Goal C:  Insure ALL juveniles eligible for program services have equal access to  
services 
 
Objective 1: Identify ethnic minority groups who may be under-served. 
 
Performance Indicators:  Analyze collected data about ethnic minority juvenile 
offenders to determine their level of participation and completion. 

 
Activities: Technical assistance for drug courts and mental health professionals 
to reach out to ethnic minority groups and organizations to assist them in the identification 
of ethnic minority juvenile offenders. 

 
Objective 2:  Develop strategies to educate ethnic minority populations about the  
drug courts/mental health programs. 
 
Performance Indicators:  Increase in the number of ethnic minority 
representation in the drug courts/mental health programs. 

 
Activities: Develop outreach programs for culturally diverse communities in each 
jurisdiction to insure all minorities have the same opportunities to participate in the program. 

 
Objective 3: Develop strategies to retain ethnic minority juveniles in the drug 
courts/mental health program until successful completion. 
 
Performance Indicators: Increase in the number of successful completions  
the drug courts/mental health program for ethnic minority juvenile offenders. 

 
Activities: Training and educating drug court staff and mental health 
professionals about the perceptions, traditions, customs and challenges that  might prevent 
ethnic minority juvenile offenders from successfully completing the drug courts/mental 
health program. 

 
Objective 4:  To develop culturally sensitive strategies and educational programs  
for the professionals to address the needs and challenges of ethnic minority groups  
and populations in their community. 
 
Performance Indicators:  Adequate representation of the area ethnic minority 
populations in the drug courts/mental health program. 
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Activities:  Educate drug court staff and mental health professionals about the 
cultural similarities and differences among juvenile offenders from v various cultural and 
social-economic backgrounds of their community. 

 
Budget:   JJDP Funds    State/Local Private Funds 

 
 FY05   $240,000.      $0 
TOTAL    $240,000.      $0 
 

Expected Number of Sub-grants: The state expects to make two sub-grants. Each  
grant may range from $100,000 to $240,000 depending upon the extent of each proposed  
program. 
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DISPROPORTIONATE MINORITY CONTACT 
 
STATE PROGRAM DESIGNATOR: n/a 
STANDARD PROGRAM AREA: 10 
 
Program Problem Statement:  Michigan needs to continue its progress in the identification 
and assessment phases concerning disproportionate minority youth contact within the 
juvenile and adult justice systems. Post et al. (2003) reported that while many gaps in 
Michigan data collection and availability hamper identification, disproportionate minority 
youth contact rates appear to be similar to earlier findings. For example, “…African 
American youth age 10 – 16 are the most over-represented minority group in the Michigan 
justice system at a rate of 2 to 1.” (Post et al, 2004). 
 
Findings from on-going Identification phase data compilation provide the impetus for a fuller 
assessment. Assessment phase work will continue to focus on three critical contact points - 
arrest, prosecution and sentencing outcomes. The study will center on three Michigan 
counties where both quantitative and qualitative information will be collected and analyzed. 
 
While Identification data compilation and review is a continual process, the Assessment 
phase is a three-year venture spanning between 2003 and 2006. Challenges include 
gaining access to data, verification of its accuracy and the effects on Michigan’s progress 
represented in the recent change of DMC calculation methods from the Disproportionate 
Rate Index (DRI) to the Relative Rate Index (RRI). 
 
Goals/Objectives/Performance Indicators/Activities: 
 
Goal A: Continue to collect aggregate quantitative data on juveniles throughout the justice 
system in Michigan. 
 
Objective 1:  Collect quantitative data specific to the RRI method of DMC  
measurement. 
 
Performance Indicators: Number of contact attempts and meetings with 
government agencies and other sources of information for secondary data 
collection made throughout the period will serve as the indicator. 
 
Activities: Continue to request data from federal and state government agencies 
on youth in confinement in Michigan; partner with the Prosecuting Attorneys 
Association of Michigan to continue collecting prosecution-related aggregate 
data; identify new potential sources of data; maintain collaboration with on-going 
data sources. 
 
Objective 2: Collect aggregate data for DMC monitoring purposes. 
 
Performance Indicators: Number of contact attempts and meetings with 
government agencies and other sources of information for secondary data 
collection made throughout the period will serve as the indicator. 



Attachment 2:  Program Narrative Program Descriptions    
OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three-Year Plan         
           
              

 

165 

Activities: Continue to request data from federal and state government agencies 
to acquire data on youth in confinement in Michigan; partner with the Prosecuting Attorneys 
Association of Michigan to continue collecting prosecution-related 
aggregate data; identify new potential sources of data; maintain collaboration 
with on-going data sources. 
 
Goal B: Continue the DMC assessment process in Michigan focusing on three  
contact points in the justice system: arrest, prosecution and sentencing  
outcomes. 
 
Objective 1: Identify three (3) geographic areas or counties in the state for more 
intensive study on the reasons why DMC exists. 
 
Performance Indicators: Establishing collaborative relationships with key 
stakeholders in the selected counties will be an indication of the success of this 
objective. 

 
Activities: Linked with the completion of data acquisition needed for the new 
RRI requirement; determine which counties have ratings that warrant further 
investigation; use selection criteria set forth in 2004. 

 
Objective 2: Collect individual-level quantitative and qualitative data. 
 
Indicators: Preliminary findings from these efforts will be reported on by  
February 2005. 

 
Activities: Continue working with the Prosecuting Attorneys Association of 
Michigan to collect secondary data from their Juvenile Case Tracking System 
from select Michigan counties; conduct interviews and/or focus groups with yet to be 
determined key groups and individuals in the justice system. 
 
Budget: 

JJDPA Funds    State/Local/Private Funds 
 

FY 05   $390,000     $185,000 
TOTAL  $390,000     $185,000 
 

Expected Number of Subgrants: The state expects to award two subgrants for 
continuation of the DMC Assessment in the amount of $185,000.  Other subgrants are 
expected to be awarded to the intervention phase. 
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AFTERCARE/REENTRY 
 
STATE PROGRAM DESIGNATOR: AC  
STANDARD PROGRAM AREA: 01 
 
Program Problem Statement: In Michigan, there is a concern in the juvenile justice system 
regarding the successful transition of juveniles who are released from secure detention 
and/or residential treatment facilities. Rates of recidivism and rates of re-institutionalization 
are higher than desired. The consequences of such range from decreased public safety and 
increased costs of care to more youth graduating into the adult criminal justice system and 
minority overrepresentation issues. Historically, there has been a lack of collaboration 
amongst the juvenile system authorities, treatment providers and community stakeholders 
that is thought to be instrumental in ensuring successful transitions for youth. A co-occurring 
barrier to successful re-entry is the limited and inadequate aftercare programming that 
provides for the spectrum of transitory needs demonstrated by youth in reintegration. Those 
services and programs that are in existence are limited geographically and financially; 
additionally, they frequently are not designed to meet the many special needs represented 
within the juvenile justice population. 
 
The Michigan Bureau of Juvenile Justice Federal Grants Unit, in coordination with the 
Michigan Committee of Juvenile Justice, seeks to fund Aftercare and Reentry Programs that 
develop and implement special programs that meet the full spectrum of needs of youth in 
transition. 
 
Goals/Objectives/Performance Indicators/Activities: 
 
Goal A: To increase the availability of appropriate, effective and adequate 
Aftercare/Reentry Programs for youth exiting secure juvenile justice facilities. 
 
Objective 1: To continue funding of one (1) aftercare pilot program.   

 
Performance Indicators: The existing funded aftercare programs are 
operational throughout the next fiscal year. 
 
Activities: The pilot site (Jackson County) will continue to 
operate their aftercare programs. The pilot programs will begin to address 
sustainability issues in order to ensure post-funding operation of their programs. 

 
The Bureau of Juvenile Justice Federal Grants Unit (BJJ/FGU) will continue to 
support the pilot programs via contract administration, coordination of technical 
assistance and program advocacy. The Michigan Committee on Juvenile Justice 
(MCJJ) will continue to fund the pilot programs. 

 
Objective 2: To expand supported aftercare/reintegration services in Michigan that are 
effective, relevant and responsive to individual client needs. 
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Performance Indicators: The actual number of known, supported 
aftercare/reintegration services and programs will increase. Program evaluations 
will demonstrate positive outcomes, including client satisfaction.  

 
Activities: The pilot programs will demonstrate a full-spectrum of reintegration 
services available to their clientele. The pilot sites will participate in training and 
technical assistance opportunities in order to expand and improve upon their 
repertoires of services. Program components will be comprehensive and 
culturally sensitive, including activities relevant to education, issue-specific 
therapies, liaison/advocacy services, basic living skills, recreation, 
supervision/monitoring, mentoring, and vocational training. The pilot programs 
shall provide an annual program evaluation that demonstrates positive outcomes relative to 
the goals of the program (i.e., decreased juvenile recidivism and decreased subsequent 
placements for clients). The pilot programs shall include a client survey as part of their 
routine program evaluations that inquire as to the level of satisfaction in services provided 
through the program. The BJJ/FGU will seek additional funding (both federal and non-
federal) to assist in the provision of training/technical assistance and the development of 
additional program sites. 

 
Objective 3: Develop a Michigan-specific model of aftercare service based on the pilot 
programs that are currently funded. 
 
Performance Indicators: A written, sharable model will be developed for 
program replication by interested communities. 
 
Activities: The BJJ/FGU will work in collaboration with the aftercare pilot sites 
and OJJDP consultants to develop a written model. Technical assistance 
requests will by submitted by the BJJ/FGU to assist in the development, writing 
and distribution stages. The aftercare pilot sites will engage in program 
refinement through participating in federal training opportunities and state specific technical 
assistance with goals of providing better service to juveniles and in order to provide 
assistance in creating the replicable model of service. 

 
Budget: 

JJDPA Funds      State/Local/Private Funds 
 

FY 05    $150,000      $75,000 
TOTAL    $150,000      $75,000 

 
 
Expected Number of Subgrants: Continuation grants will be awarded. No additional 
grants will be awarded this fiscal year. 
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GENDER-SPECIFIC SERVICES 
 
STATE PROGRAM DESIGNATOR 
GS STANDARD PROGRAM AREA: 13 
 
Program Problem Statement: Local juvenile justice professionals, women’s groups, opinion leaders and 
concerned citizens have been observing the trends of female offenders within the juvenile 
justice system.   As a result, a great interest in addressing the specific needs of female 
offenders and creating responsive programming and resources for females has arisen. The 
arrest rates of girls have continued to grow over the last several years. Nationally, girls 
accounted for approximately 26% of all juvenile arrests in 1997 (National Center for Juvenile 
Justice). According to the 2001 Michigan Juvenile Crime Summary, there has been a 
substantial increase (33.5%) in the arrest rate of Michigan females for index crimes against 
persons for the previous 10 years.  Additionally, the arrest rate of female juveniles for the most 
serious offenses (murder, rape, robbery and aggravated assault) has nearly doubled within that 
same time period (Gessert & Jorkasky, 2003). The concern for responsive, effective gender-
specific services within Michigan is warranted. Michigan’s juvenile justice system must be better 
prepared to meet the unique needs of girls that are at-risk and those that are juvenile offenders.  
 
Furthermore, the 1992 Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA) encouraged 
the improvement of services to females through the development of gender-specific 
programming. This emphasis continued in the 2002 reauthorization of the JJDPA. In order to 
participate in the JJDPA Sect. E (Gender Services), state juvenile justice systems are required 
to address program design and implementation concepts which offer a full continuum of care 
and offer resources that are appropriate to Michigan’s female adolescents 
 
 Goals/Objectives/Performance Indicators/Activities: 
 
Goal A: To increase the availability of appropriate, effective and adequate services and 

programs for female youth that are at-risk for delinquency or that are currently 
involved in the juvenile justice system. 

 
Objective 1: Continue service provision through a female-specific service program that is 
currently being funded. 

 
Indicators:  The existing site will remain operational through the end of the grant period. 
 
Activities:  Currently, the Michigan Bureau of Juvenile Justice/Federal Grants Unit 
(BJJ/FGU) and the Michigan Committee on Juvenile Justice (MCJJ) provide federal grant 
funding to one (1) Female-specific program that provides an array of primary, secondary 
and tertiary services.  This current site will continue to operate their funded female-specific 
program.  The site will address and pursue sustainability issues in order to ensure post-
funding operation of their gender-specific programs.  The BJJ-FGU will continue to support 
the site through contract administration, coordination of technical assistance, provision of a 
female-specific services consultant, and program advocacy.  The MCJJ will continue to fund 
the site.  
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Additionally, the State of Michigan was awarded a grant funded training from the 
National Institute of Corrections that addresses the special needs of female 
offenders.  This weeklong training entitled “Treating the Female Offender” was 
held in Holland, Michigan.  Participants were introduced to the concept of 
providing services to female offenders by utilizing a “female responsive lens.”  
This training also addressed the five crucial domains in addressing the needs of 
female offenders. 

 
Objective 2: Identify and fund additional female-specific programs with a primary goal of 
reducing the number of girls being referred for detention services, especially for offenses 
not classified as index crimes against persons. 
 
Indicators: An increase in the absolute number of funded female specific  
programs will serve as an indicator. Additionally, the community/communities that receive 
funding for service sites will demonstrate a reduction in the referral of females for detention 
due to offenses not classified as index crimes against persons. 
 
Activities: The MCJJ and the BJJ-FGU will identify female-specific service gaps 
and seek Requests for Proposals for programs designed to address those gaps 
and that aim to reduce the number of females referred for detention services  (i.e., a female-
specific juvenile probation program). The Female-Specific Services  Consultant will help 
develop a comprehensive evaluation component that  measures such issues as client 
responsiveness, cultural sensitivity, and female detention referrals. The MCJJ and the BJJ-
FGU will award at least one new site a grant to establish a new female-specific program. 
The MCJJ and FGU-BJJ will explore additional funding source possibilities to enhance 
federally funded programming. The BJJ-FGU will seek training and technical assistance 
opportunities in order to reinforce gender-specific services in Michigan and to assist in 
reducing the number of females referred for detention. 
 
Objective 3: Develop a “Best Practice” model of female-specific programming for 
replication based on the lessons learned from the currently funded sites. 
 
Indicators: A written model will be produced that is accessible by interested communities 
and clearly outlines steps necessary for program replication. 
 
Activities: A collaborative body comprised of the Female-Specific Consultant, 
BJJ-FGU staff, staff from the currently funded sites and interested 
representatives from the MCJJ will work together to produce a written model. 
The currently funded sites will each provide an updated written program 
curriculum. The BJJ-FGU will request technical assistance to help guide the 
process of writing the model and of establishing it as a recognized “Best 
Practice”. The currently funded program sites will engage in program refinement 
through participating in training and technical assistance opportunities with goals 
of providing better service to female juveniles and in order to assist in creating 
this model. 
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Objective 4:   Facilitate the planning and implementation of a statewide female-
specific conference. 
 
Indicators: An increase in the awareness of female-specific issues will serve as an 
indicator.   Additionally participants will be introduced to female specific services 
that are rendered using a holistic approach and shall address all relevant domains, 
(i.e. physical, emotional, intellectual, spiritual, sexual, and family/ relationships) 
related to female specific service provision. This conference will also allow female 
specific providers the opportunity to engage in program refinement through 
participating in training and technical assistance opportunities provided at the 
conference.   
 
Activities: A collaborative body comprised of the Female-Specific Consultant, BJJ-
FGU staff, staff from the currently funded sites and interested representatives from 
the MCJJ will work together to facilitate the conference.  This will be accomplished 
by identifying regions of the state that currently has female specific programming as 
well as identifying identify communities that are in need of or are interested in 
providing female specific services. 
 

Budget: 
JJDPA Funds      State/Local/Private Funds 

 
FY 05    $50,000       $0 
TOTAL    $50,000       $0 

 
Expected Number of Subgrants: The state expects to continue the 2 sub-grants for 
gender specific service programs. A conference has also been planned. 



Attachment 2:  Program Narrative Program Descriptions    
OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three-Year Plan         
           
              

 

171 

ALTERNATIVES TO DETENTION 
 
STATE PROGRAM DESIGNATOR: n/a  
STANDARD PROGRAM AREA: 02 
 
Program Problem Statement: Detention reform and alternatives to detention is a growing 
concern in Michigan. At present, the magnitude of the issues calling for reform is not clear. 
However, the Michigan Juvenile Detention Association, Inc. (MJDAI), which is comprised of 
administrators of the detention centers across the state, have voiced concerns and interest 
in collaborating for system change relative to the over-use of juvenile detention. Issues that 
related to improper use of detention, overcrowded conditions, minority over-representation 
and gender insensitivity are the impetus for both reform and the development of adequate, 
appropriate alternatives. The initial analysis is being planned in conjunction and in 
accordance with the Annie E. Casey Foundation (AECF) and their “Pathways to Juvenile 
Detention Reform” curriculum. This programming area has been identified as a new priority 
for Michigan.  It is anticipated that 3-4 demonstration sites will be selected in Michigan to 
initiate local detention reform and additional sites will be added at planned intervals. This is, 
however, contingent upon the recommendations from the technical assistance consultants 
following the initial system-wide review. The AECF has voiced interest in exploring a first-
time statewide approach to enacting detention reform. The decisions to be made will be 
based on the initial system-wide review as well as consultation with stakeholders and 
technical assistance providers. 
 
Goals/Objectives/Performance Indicators/Activities: 
 
Goal A: To increase the alternatives to detention for local communities in order to decrease 
the over-reliance upon detention services. 
 
Objective 1: Initiation of the “Pathways to Juvenile Detention Reform” curriculum for 
planning and enacting alternatives to detention and detention reform within Michigan’s 
juvenile justice system. 
 
Indicators: A minimum of 3 communities will be established as “Pathways to Juvenile 
Detention Reform” demonstration sites. 
 
Activities: The BJJ-FGU and the MCJJ will work with the AECF and the MJDAI 
to establish the most appropriate manner in which to initiate the “Pathways” 
curriculum in Michigan (i.e., demonstration sites versus statewide implementation). The 
BJJ-FGU and the MCJJ will issue, collect, and review proposals from communities for 
inclusion in the detention reform initiative. The BJJ-FGU and the MCJJ will seek (federal 
and non-federal) and award funds to support detention reform sites that adhere to the 
“Pathways” curriculum. The AECF will provide fiscal and technical assistance to the 
Michigan detention reform initiative. The BJJ-FGU, the AECF, the MJDAI, the MCJJ and 
community stakeholders will collaboratively engage in the initial phases of the “Pathways” 
curriculum. 
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Budget: 
 

JJDPA Funds      State/Local/Private Funds 
FY 05    $45,000       $0 
TOTAL    $45,000       $0 

 
Expected Number of Subgrants: The state expects to make at least 3 subgrant for 
planning and initial implementation of the Alternatives to Detention/Detention Reform 
initiative in an amount yet to be determined. 
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JAIL REMOVAL (MUNICIPAL POLICE AND SHERIFF DEPARTMENTS) 
 
STATE PROGRAM DESIGNATOR: n/a  
STANDARD PROGRAM AREA: 17 
 
Program Problem Statement: To be in compliance with the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA) initiative for jail removal, Michigan must reduce the 
number of juveniles who are placed in locked facilities in municipal police and sheriff 
departments. We need alternative services designed to move juveniles out of secure 
facilities into non-secure alternative. Juveniles who need to be in secure facilities may be 
transported to a juvenile detention facility. This problem is a major concern and a high 
priority; It must be solved if Michigan is to remain in compliance with the JJDPA. 
 
Goals/Objectives/Performance Indicators/Activities: 
 
Goal A: The principal goal of this program is to reduce the secure detention of juveniles in 
sheriff departments and municipal lockups and to increase the alternative services available 
in the community for juveniles who are apprehended or come to the attention of police 
officers for whom locked detention in a municipal police or sheriff department facility is 
currently provided. 
 
Objective 1: Specific objectives include implementation of new policies and procedures in 
police and sheriff departments to insure that fewer juveniles are placed in locked facilities, 
development of alternative programs which provide supervision for juveniles while awaiting 
pickup by their parents, and may include the development of additional non-secure facilities 
for juveniles which are separate from adult prisoners. Other objectives include the provision 
of technical assistance, the provision of training for staff and the development and 
implementation of program assessment, evaluation, and research regarding secure 
detention of juveniles. Another objective is to increase juvenile justice related training for 
law enforcement officers at the local level. 

 
Performance Indicators: The following performance indicators will be included  
in the program when they are applicable to the type of program to be provided. 

 Number of new polices regarding juveniles held in municipal police and sheriff 
departments. Number of persons removed from locked facilities in the municipal 
police and sheriff departments. 

  Number of persons receiving alternative services by type. 
  Number of persons receiving alternative services that do not repeat during  

the program year. 
  Number of persons transported. 
  Number of persons receiving training. 
  Number of persons attending POLICY. 
  Number of units of technical assistance delivered. 
  Number of renovations completed. 
  Number of program assessment or evaluation visits received. 
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Activities: The program will provide a series of services designed to reduce the number of 
juveniles placed in locked detention facilities in municipal police and sheriff departments. 
The program will offer non-secure holdover services for juveniles who are awaiting pickup 
by their parents. It may facilitate the development of policies that limit the number of 
juveniles who go into secure municipal facilities or completely eliminate the practice. It may 
provide for reconstruction of facilities to provide for separation of juveniles from adults 
during the intake, booking and/or interview process. 
 
The program may also increase the training resources devoted to separation and the 
implantation of alternative, including the development of videotapes for training 
purposes. The program may provide additional resources for training regarding juvenile 
justice issues including the POLICY program provided by the National Center for State and 
Local Law Enforcement.   
 
An annual program assessment and/or program evaluation may be conducted each year 
through a grant for program assessment or program evaluation services. The activity should 
be conducted by a university or an independent nonprofit organization capable of providing 
an outside review. 
 

Budget: 
JJDPA Funds     State/Local/Private Funds 

FY 05    $0        $0 
TOTAL    $0        $0 
 

Expected Number of Sub-grants: No sub-grants are anticipated at this time. 
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DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION OF STATUS OFFENDERS 
 
STATE PROGRAM DESIGNATOR: n/a  
STANDARD PROGRAM AREA: 08 
 
Program Problem Statement: To be in compliance with the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA) initiative for deinstitutionalization of status offenders, 
Michigan must reduce the number of status offenders who are placed in locked facilities in 
juvenile detention homes. We need alternative services designed to move juveniles out of 
secure facilities into non-secure alternative. This problem is a major concern and a high 
priority. It must be solved if Michigan is to remain in compliance with the JJDPA. 
 
Goals/Objectives/Performance Indicators/Activities: 
 
Goal A: The principal goal of this program is to reduce the secure detention of status  
offenders in juvenile detention homes and to increase the alternative services  
available in the community for status offenders who are apprehended or come to the  
attention of police officers for whom locked detention in a municipal in a juvenile  
detention home is currently provided. 
 
Objective 1: Specific objectives include implementation of new policies and procedures in 
police departments, sheriffs departments and in juvenile courts to insure that less status 
offenders are placed in locked facilities and development of alternative programs which 
provide supervision for juveniles while awaiting pickup by their parents. Other objectives 
include the provision of technical assistance, the provision of training for staff and the 
development and implementation of program assessment, evaluation, and research 
regarding secure detention of status offenders. Another objective is to increase juvenile 
justice related training for law enforcement officers at the local level. 
 
Performance Indicators: The following performance indicators will be included in the 
program when they are applicable to the type of program to be provided. 

 Number of new polices regarding status offenders in juvenile detention  
facilities. 

     Number of persons removed from juvenile detention homes. 
 Number of persons receiving alternative services by type. 
 Number of persons receiving alternative services that do not repeat during  

the program year. 
 Number of persons transported. 
 Number of persons receiving training. 
 Number of units of technical assistance delivered. 
 Number of persons receiving training and/or technical assistance regarding use of 

the valid court order 
 Number of renovations completed. 
 Number of program assessment or evaluation visits received. 
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Activities: The program will provide a series of services designed to reduce the number of 
status offenders placed in locked detention facilities in juvenile detention homes. The 
program will offer non-secure holdover services for status offenders who are awaiting 
pickup by their parents. It may facilitate the development of policies that limit the number of 
status offenders who go into secured facilities or completely eliminate the practice. It may 
provide for renovation of facilities to create a non-secure holdover area.  
 
The program may provide additional resources for training regarding juvenile justice 
issues including the development of videotape for training purposes. Training and 
technical assistance regarding the use of the valid court order provision may also be 
provided. Training and technical assistance regarding school truancy, school safety, and 
related issues may be obtained from available resources. 
 
An annual program assessment and/or program evaluation may be conducted each year 
through a grant for program assessment or program evaluation services. The activity should 
be conducted by a university or an independent nonprofit organization capable of providing 
an outside review. 
 
Budget: 

JJDPA Funds     State/Local/Private Funds 
FY 05    $0        $0 
TOTAL    $0       $0 
 

Expected Number of Sub-grants: No sub-grants anticipated currently. 
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NATIVE AMERICAN PROGRAMS (PASS-THROUGH) (NO LANGUAGE CHANGE – SEE 
BUDGET CHANGE) 
 
STATE PROGRAM DESIGNATOR: n/a  
STANDARD PROGRAM AREA: 22 
 
Program Problem Statement: To be in compliance with the juvenile justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA) initiative for the Native American Passthrough 
Amendment, Michigan will make available a portion of its JJDPA formula grant to fund 
programs of Indian tribes that perform law enforcement functions. The programs are to 
assure that the Indian tribes are in compliance with the deinstitutionalization of status 
offenders, the separation of juveniles from adults in all adult jails and lockups, the removal 
of juveniles from adult jails and lockups, and the other core requirements of the juvenile 
justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. Currently the Bureau of Juvenile Justice, Federal 
Grants Unit and the Committee on Juvenile Justice have little information on the nature of 
the law enforcement services. Given the amendments to the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act in 1988, Michigan will determine which tribes have law 
enforcement services, what facilities a nd procedures for handling juveniles are utilized, 
and, if necessary, what programs are needed to bring the tribes into conformance with the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. This information will be gathered and 
appropriate funds will be distributed to keep the state in compliance with the JJDPA. 
 
Goals/Objectives/Performance Indicators/Activities: 
 
Goal A: The principal goals of this program are deinstitutionalization of status offenders, 
separation of juveniles from adults in adult jails and lockups, and the removal of juveniles 
from adult jails and lockups related to the provision of law enforcement services by Indian 
tribes.  These principal goals require the elimination of the secure detention of status 
offenders, the complete separation of juveniles from adults in adult jail, lockup, and other 
law enforcement facilities, and the removal of juveniles from locked detention in jail, lockup, 
and law enforcement facilities. If necessary, this principal goal will require the provision of 
alternative services for juveniles who are apprehended or come to the attention of Indian 
tribe law enforcement officers for whom locked detention in an Indian tribe adult jailer lockup 
facility is currently provided. 
 
Objective 1: Specific objectives include the following: 
 
1. Implementation of new policies and procedures in Indian tribe locked facilities to insure 

that status offenders are not locked; that the law enforcement department  
maintains sight, sound, and contact separation between juvenile and adult  
detainees who are being processed or detained; that few juveniles are placed in  
locked facilities and then only when necessary; and preparing or updating policies which 
describe how juveniles are attended or supervised in non-secure areas. 

 
2. Implementation of record keeping processes to assure that any juveniles who are 

placed in secure facilities are reported to the Bureau of Juvenile Justice/Federal Grants 
Unit as part of the JJDPA monitoring program. 
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3. Development of alternative programs which provide supervision of juveniles  
while awaiting pickup by their parents, if the law enforcement department locks juveniles 
or handcuffs juveniles to a cuffing rail or a stationary object within the facility.   
 

4. Review of the need for non-secure facilities for juveniles awaiting pickup by their 
parents, relative, or guardians. These non-secure facilities must be separate form 
facilities for adults who are in custody. 
 

5. Provision of or contract for technical assistance, training for staff, and the development 
and implementation of research regarding secure detention of juveniles by Indian tribe 
law enforcement services. 

 
6. Provision of alternative services for Native American youth who are handled by  

law enforcement services on the reservation to facilitate their return to their parents or 
guardians, to provide appropriate support services for youth who are diverted from the 
law enforcement system, or other options developed by the law enforcement service or 
the Indian tribe which are effective in implementing the goals and objectives of the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. 
 
Performance Indicators: The following performance indicators will be included 
when they are applicable to the type of program to be provided. 
• Number of law enforcement agencies securely holding juveniles. 
• Number of juveniles held in secure facilities. 
• Number of juveniles held in non-secure facilities. 
• Number of policies regarding juveniles held in Indian tribe adult jail, lockup, or 

l    law enforcement facilities. 
• Number of persons receiving alternative services by each type of alternative 
   service. 
• Number of persons receiving alternative services that do not require additional 
   services or are not apprehended by the law enforcement service during the  

          year. 
• Number of persons receiving training. 
• Number of units of technical assistance delivered. 
 
Activities: The program will provide for the implementation of the Juvenile  
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act for the Indian tribes with law  
enforcement functions in Michigan. The activities and services planned are the  
following: 
 
 Identification of the universe of Indian tribe law enforcement departments and 

onsite review of the facilities that they maintain. 
 Establishment of the number of juveniles who are served by the Indian tribe  

law enforcement services to determine the amount of funding for which the tribes 
are eligible. 

 Development of a program to implement the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act through the Indian tribe law enforcement services including the 
following: 
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 Review of the policies maintained by Indian tribe law enforcement 
services to implement the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. 

 Development and utilization of a revised version of the monthly 
juvenile summary to record the number of status offenders and 
criminal-type juvenile offenders who are processed and detained by 
the Indian tribe law enforcement services 

 Development and implementation of program to provide the Indian 
tribe law enforcement services with alternatives to the use of adult 
jails or lockups, if such programs are needed. 

 Provision of training to Indian tribe law enforcement officers and staff 
members. 

 Provision of program development and research services to determine whether 
there are unique needs which must be met to serve the juveniles in the Indian 
tribes served by tribal law enforcement. 

 Provision of program development and research services to determine whether the 
current processing, programs, policies, and training provided for Native Americans 
by other law enforcement jurisdictions are adequate to meet the needs of the 
Native American juvenile population. 

 
Budget: 

JJDPA Funds     State/Local/Private Funds 
FY 05    $20,000       $0 
TOTAL    $20,000       $0 
 

Expected Number of Subgrants: The funds available for this program are directly 
proportionate to the number of Native American juveniles served by Indian tribe law 
enforcement offices in relationship to the number of all juveniles in Michigan. The funds 
required to meet this level is estimated at less than $1,000. One grant is anticipated to the 
Intertribal Council, although separate grants to individual tribes may be provided if the need 
to have separate grants is established. 
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COMPLIANCE MONITORING (DEVELOPMENT OF MONITORING SYSTEM) 
 
STATE PROGRAM DESIGNATOR: n/a  
STANDARD PROGRAM AREA: 06 
 
Program Problem Statement: The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act 
requires that the State of Michigan develops a monitoring system to provide an annual 
report on progress made in the jail removal mandate. This report requires that data be 
collected from throughout the state and throughout the juvenile justice system. The 
monitoring system must bring together data from law enforcement agencies; prosecutors; 
juvenile courts; county and state operated juvenile detention homes; state camps and 
training schools; and the private residential treatment institutions around the state. 
 
Goals/Objectives/Performance Indicators/Activities: 
 
Goal A: The principal goal of this program is to improve the quality and quantity of  
data collected pursuant to JJDPA requirements and to provide training through site  
visits and workshops. 

 
Objective 1: The first program objective is to implement the data collection  
process developed in the jail removal effort with additional participating local police  
departments, sheriff departments, prosecuting attorney offices, juvenile courts, the  
Michigan Family Independence Agency, and private residential treatment 
 institutions. There may be additional counties, municipalities, townships, law  
enforcement agencies and juvenile courts that should participate in the process.   
The second program objective is to conduct jail removal training workshops within  
police departments, sheriff departments, prosecuting attorney offices, or the juvenile  
courts which will permit staff to identify the policies, practices and procedures. The  
third program objective is to bring the Federal Grants Unit, Michigan Family  
Independence Agency and the State Court Administrative Offices data collection  
efforts into the on-going annual data collection process regarding jail removal. The  
Michigan Department of Corrections, the Prosecuting Attorney's Association of  
Michigan, and the Michigan Probate Judges may also be invited to participate in the  
data collection and monitoring process.  The fourth program objective is to  
consolidate the individual data collection efforts into a coherent statewide monitoring  
effort which meets the requirements established by the Office of Juvenile Justice and  
Delinquency Prevention for the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act jail  
removal mandate. 

 
Performance Indicators: The following performance indicators are required: 

 The number of monitoring visits which are made as part of implementing the 
datacollection procedures in the departments and agencies in the participating 
counties and municipalities. 

 The number of training workshops which are conducted for staffing the agencies 
and departments within the municipalities and counties. 

 The number of persons within the county who participate in jail removal workshops 
regarding the juvenile justice system. 
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Activities: The following specific activities are planned: 

 Gather data related to the jail removal mandate in the juvenile justice system. 
 Complete assessments of the policies, procedures, and practices of  

additional police departments, sheriff departments, prosecuting attorney's  
offices, and juvenile courts to determine decisions that may have an impact on the 
jail removal mandate in the juvenile justice system. 

  Conduct training workshops for department or court staff members to  
increase awareness of and sensitivity skills that are necessary to reduce  
jailing of juveniles. 

 Consolidate data from all sources into a statewide report regarding the jail removal 
effort of juveniles in the Michigan juvenile justice system for the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention an annual program assessment and/or 
program evaluation may be conducted each year through a grant for program 
assessment or program evaluation services. The activity should be conducted by a 
university or an independent nonprofit organization capable of providing an outside 
review. 

 
Budget: 

JJDPA Funds   State/Local/Private Funds 
FY 05       $151,644    $0 
TOTAL       $151,644   $0 

 
Expected Number of Subgrants: One grant may be made to a college or university, a 
private non-profit agency, or a governmental body to conduct the monitoring in compliance 
with the Grant Management Division Monitoring Manual on a yearly basis. A request for a 
proposal process will be utilized to obtain applications from interested and qualified 
applicants. The grant will be awarded to an agency with  proven experience in handling the 
multiple logistical demands of visiting departments and possible juvenile courts around the 
state. 
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DELINQUENCY PREVENTION PLANNING 
 
STATE PROGRAM DESIGNATOR: DP  
STANDARD PROGRAM AREA 09 
 
Program Problem Statement: Michigan believes the most effective delinquency programs 
are those that are developed based on local needs and resources. Michigan communities 
applying for JJDPA Title V Delinquency Prevention Initiative funds are required to prepare a 
careful assessment of local factors that put children at risk for future delinquency. They then 
identify and implement research-based juvenile delinquency prevention programs that are 
proven to provide protective factors. Each participating community identifies the key leaders 
who can have an impact on services for children and prepare a three-year local plan. 
Following the risk assessment and program identification process, communities implement 
the programs to reduce juvenile delinquency. There continues to be a need for programs to 
reduce juvenile delinquency due to an increase in the juvenile population and increase in 
Juvenile arrests as reported by the Michigan Uniform Crime Reports published by the 
Michigan State Police (MSP).  This report shows an increase of Juvenile arrests by 5.5 
percent in 2001 in comparison with 2000. It indicates that one of the possible contributing 
factors to the increase in juvenile arrests was an estimated 1.9 percent increase in the 11-
16 year old juvenile population from 2000 to 2001. 
 
Goals/Objectives/Performance Indicators/Activities: 
 
Goal A: Encourage and assist communities to prepare research-based local  
prevention initiatives designed to identify risks and implement programs that reduce  
these risks. 
 
Objective 1:  Conduct workshops for key leaders and assist communities in   
their planning process with the required level of collaboration and their risk and  
resource assessment process. 

 
Performance Indicators: 

• The number of persons who were part of the local planning  
processes as the program plans were prepared. 

• The diversity of backgrounds of the persons who were part of the local planning 
processes as the programs were developed. 

• The number of workshops presented to assist with the planning  
 process. 
•  The number of community based three-year plans generated by the deadline for 

program submission. 
 

Activities: 
• Direct communities to identify their key leaders from diverse back grounds  

to ensure wide range community support of the developed plans. 
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 • Organize and provide statewide and local workshops related to the 
prevention  initiative, including bringing in resource persons from the Office of  
Justice and Delinquency Prevention designated workshop and technical  

  assistance providers. 
•  Identify and procure local planning resources to ensure the community planning 

process can meet timetables for submission of plans and applications required by 
the federal and state guidelines for the prevention initiative. 

 
Objective 2:  Provide communities with information about state and local  
data resources needed to conduct the necessary risk assessment and program  
development. 

 
Performance Indicators: 

• The number of technical assistance visits provided to assist with the planning 
process. 

• The number of data elements provided to help with the risk assessment 
process. 

•  The number of local planning resources devoted to the risk assessment 
review, the development of program models, and the preparation of the three-
year plans. 

 
Activities: 

• Organize state level resources and data for the risk assessment and research 
based program identification process at the local level. 

• Provide on-site technical assistance and staff support for the community 
planning process, utilizing information available from state level data sources. 

 
Objective 3:  Provide grants to local communities or to local private non-profit 
organizations to staff the local planning process, resulting in the development of high 
quality delinquency prevention programs. 

 
Performance Indicators: 

•  Number of grants written by local communities received that propose the 
development of research-based delinquency prevention programs. 

• The number and type of evaluation methodologies built into the ongoing 
monitoring of the prevention programs as they were developed. 
 

Activities: 
• Arrange meetings between state and local level organizations to assure their 

memberships have consistent information regarding the necessary  steps to 
complete the planning process, show compliance with the JJDPA initiatives, 
and confirm that the programs contain sufficient evaluation capabilities.
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Budget:   JJDPA Funds     State/Local/Private Funds 
FY 05    $0        $0 
Total:   $0        $0 

 
Expected Number of Sub-grants:  No grants will be awarded this fiscal year. 



Attachment 2:  Program Narrative Program Descriptions    
OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three-Year Plan         
           
              

 

185 

DELINQUENCY PREVENTION IMPLEMENTATION 
 
STATE PROGRAM DESIGNATOR: DP  
STANDARD PROGRAM AREA: 09 
 
Program Problem Statement: Congress amended the 1992 Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA) to establish a new delinquency prevention initiative. 
This amendment was a response to community interest in developing model programs that 
reduce juvenile delinquency. Michigan communities applying for JJDPA Title V Delinquency 
Prevention Initiative funds are required to prepare a three year delinquency prevention plan, 
based on an assessment of local factors that put children at risk for future delinquency. 
They then identify and implement juvenile delinquency prevention programs that are proven 
to provide protective factors.   
 
The prevention field generally delineates three levels of prevention: primary prevention 
(which targets the entire population), secondary prevention (which focuses on “at risk” 
populations) and tertiary prevention (which aims to prevent already “in-the-system” 
populations from reentering).  Finite resources force communities to find a real-life balance 
between the three categories. For example, developing primary and secondary delinquency 
prevention programs should reduce the long-term demand for locked detention or treatment 
beds, but don’t address the immediate crises of the need for detention or treatment options. 
This section describes an initiative that offers communities the opportunity to engage in a 3-
year comprehensive rational planning effort and implement risk and protective factor based 
model programs. 
 
Goals/Objectives/Performance Indicators/Activities: 
 
Goal A: Implement the three-year delinquency prevention plan, established by the  
community’s collaborative body, the Policy Prevention Board (PPB). 
 
Objective 1: Execute best practices program models to address the    
identified risk and protective factors. 

 
Performance Indicators: 

• The number of data elements identified to help with the risk assessment process. 
• The numbers of people part of the local planning process as program plans were 

developed. 
• The number of PPB meetings held to assist the planning process. 
• The extent of local planning resources devoted to the risk assessment review, the 

development of program models, and the preparation of the three-year plan. 
• The number and types of programs established. 
• The number and types of services provided. 
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Activities: 
• Target children, youth or families of at risk youth or youth who have had  

contact with the juvenile justice system already. 
• Offer one or more of the following components: Recreation services, Tutoring and 

remedial academic instruction; Developing work awareness skills; Child and 
adolescent health and mental health services; Alcohol and other substance abuse 
prevention services; Leadership development activities; mentoring programs; 
Programs designed to increase paternal involvement in a child’s life; BARJ 
principles; Long-term life skills; Supporting (extended) family members and 
community members to establish sustained nurturing relationships with youth. 

• Certify the local unit of government meets the four core requirements of the JJDPA. 
• Allocate local matching funds as per statutory requirement. 
• Pursue funding sources to sustain effective programs. 
 
Objective 2: Establish an ongoing evaluation process to determine whether  
the model is achieving its objectives. 

 
Performance Indicators: 

• The number and type of evaluation methodologies built into the ongoing 
monitoring of the prevention programs. 

• The impact programs have on the juvenile delinquency rate, as measured by 
delinquency rates during a baseline period contrasted to the rates at some 
designated later time period. 

 
Activities: 

• Develop specific evaluation strategies to respond to the community- 
identified risks. 

• Establish performance goals and a sound plan to collect data for measuring 
performance and assessing program impact. 

• Provide strong ongoing monitoring and support to the communities in their 
program implementation and evaluation. 

• Collect, collate, analyze and report data on performance measures  
submitted by communities to document the impact. 

 
Objective 3: Maintain community review of the programs’ implementation  
process through a PPB established by the chief elected official. 
 

Performance Indicators: 
• The number of PPB meetings held. 
• The number of PPB members in attendance at the PPB meetings. 
• The balanced representation of the PPB including public agencies, private 

nonprofit organizations serving children, youth and families, business & 
industry, and parents of at-risk youth and youth. 

 
 



Attachment 2:  Program Narrative Program Descriptions    
OJJDP 2005 Updated Comprehensive Three-Year Plan         
           
              

 

187 

 
Activities: 

• Identify ways to keep the community informed of the programs’ efforts. 
• Pursue funding sources to sustain effective programs. 
• Participate in statewide efforts to highlight delinquency prevention efforts. 
• Provide general oversight for the plan, approve the plan prior to submission to 

the State, and make recommendations to the responsible local agency for the 
distribution of funds and evaluation of funded activities. 

• Arrange a series of local PPB meetings to develop annual budgets and 
schedule and chart the delinquency prevention strategy’s implementation and 
evaluation. 

 
Budget:     JJDPA Funds     State/Local/Private Funds 
FY 05      $252,100      $126,000 
Total:      $252,100      $126,000 

 
Expected Number of Sub-grants: The State awarded 14 Title V sub-grants ranging from 
$37,500 to $90,000 each. Twenty-five percent of these are supported by Title II funds. 
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Comprehensive Strategy Planning 
 
STATE PROGRAM DESIGNATOR: JJBRC  
STANDARD PROGRAM AREA: 09 & 29 
 
Program Problem Statement: Michigan communities continue to wrestle with violent crime 
and the fear of violent crime. While property crimes have decreased, the issue of juvenile 
crime continues to be a major concern. The continued preoccupation with juvenile crime in 
the media worries local opinion leaders and residents. Most people know little about the 
juvenile justice system. Local government officials make funding decisions based on the 
information before them. They look for ways to use resources more effectively. The juvenile 
justice system is  also examining its own role in the delinquency, looking for ways to reduce 
the number of juveniles who require intervention in a period of declining revenues. 
 
The Michigan Building Restorative Communities initiative is a year-long strategic planning 
effort at the county level that focuses on integrating the juvenile justice system into a 
comprehensive community collaboration that supports healthy youth and families.  Based 
on the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention’s program called the 
Comprehensive Strategy to address the Serious, Violent, Chronic Juvenile Offender, the 
new Michigan effort, maintains essential elements of that approach.  Michigan’s BRC 
approach builds on a model of success by: integrating Michigan’s commitment to Balanced 
and Restorative Justice (BARJ), streamline the process by working with six workgroups, 
adding diversity to address specific issues and emphasizing evaluation. 
 
To participate in the Comprehensive Strategy/Building Restorative Communities in 
Michigan, communities need to identify risk factors that put children at risk and  
programs that reduce the risk that children face. Each participating community will identify 
community leaders who will have an impact on services for children and prepare a five-year 
plan. The plan will be based on an assessment of the risk factors involved, the protective 
factors and strengths those children have or which they have access. The plan will be 
based on a careful, thorough collaborative review of the delinquency prevention and 
juvenile justice system and all other community resources available. A key aspect of the 
collaborative process and the resource assessment will be reviewed for ways in which the 
principles and values of balanced and restorative justice can be incorporated into the 
community. The assessment will include graduated sanctions and classification of juveniles 
going into residential treatment. Following the risk assessment and program identification 
process, communities will implement programs that reduce risk and build  individual and 
community strengths. 
 
Goals/Objectives/Performance Indicators/Activities 
 
Goal A: The primary goal is to assist communities in developing a 5-year strategic plan 

based on an assessment of the local risk and protective factors in their community 
and to select programs that reduce the risk of youth crime.  Also assist community 
residents in understanding the principles and values of balanced and restorative 
justice to create a greater understanding of the process. 
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Objective 1: Assist communities to implement the Comprehensive Strategy with a 
primary emphasis on delinquency prevention, graduated sanctions, and balanced and 
restorative justice. 
 
Performance Indicators: 

• The number of data elements which were identified to help with the risk 
assessment process. 

• The number of technical assistance visits which were provided to assist with the 
planning process. 

•  The extent of local planning resources devoted to the risk assessment review, the 
development of program models, and the preparation of the Five-year plan. 

 
Activities: 

• Providing on-site technical assistance and staff support for the community  
planning process, utilizing information available from state level data  
resources. 

•  Participate in statewide efforts to highlight delinquency prevention efforts. 
• Incorporate the principles of Balanced and Restorative Justice (BARJ) into \ their 

programs. 
 

 Objective 2:  Foster the collaborative process to engage all sectors of the 
community.    
 
Performance Indicators: 

• The numbers of local planning process meetings as program plans were 
developed. 

•  The number of Steering Committee meetings and Workgroup meetings held to 
assist in the planning process. 

•  The number of workshops presented to assist with the planning process. 
 

Activities: 
• Arranging for meetings between county and state level organizations to  

assure that their representatives know what the expectations are to  
complete the collaborative planning process, as well as to make sure they can 
obtain the necessary data. 

• Organizing and providing statewide and local workshops related to the 
Comprehensive Strategy, including bringing in technical assistance resource 
persons designated by or provided by the Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention. 

• Identify and procure local planning resources to ensure the community  
planning process can meet timetables for submission of plans and  
applications required by the federal and state guidelines for the prevention  
initiative. 
 

Objective 3: Conduct workshops for key leaders and assist communities in  
Conducting the protective factor, risk, and resource assessment process. 
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Performance Indicators: 
• The number of local planning resources which were devoted to the risk  

assessment review. 
• Providing grants to communities or to local private non-private organizations for 

staff and the local planning process. 
•  The diversity of backgrounds of the persons who were part of the local  

planning processes as the programs were developed. 
• The number of persons who were part of the local planning processes as the 

program plans were prepared. 
 

Activities: 
• Direct communities to identify key leaders from diverse backgrounds to  

ensure wide range community support of the developed plans. 
• Organize and provide statewide and local workshops related to the  

prevention initiative, including bringing in resource persons from the Office  
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention designated workshop and  
technical assistance providers. 

• Identify and procure local planning resources to ensure the community  
planning process can meet timetables for submission of plans and  
applications required by the federal and state guidelines for the prevention 
initiative. 
 
Budget:     JJDPA Funds    State/Local/Private Funds 
FY 05      $0       FY 05 $0 
Total     $0      Total $0 

 
Expected Number of Sub-grants: No sub-grants are anticipated currently. 
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Comprehensive Strategy/BRC Implementation 
 
STATE DESIGNATOR: JJCSI, JJBRC   
STANDARD PROGRAM AREA: 09, 29 
 
Program Problem Statement: Local opinion leaders, juvenile justice professionals, the 
media and residents are looking for ways to prevent juvenile delinquency. Temporary 
increases in violent crime by juveniles cause alarm. Communities are asked to make 
choices on how to respond to the perceived crisis, with options ranging from whether to put 
additional dollars into locked detention or treatment beds to address the immediate crisis or 
to develop programs which will prevent delinquency over the long run, reducing the need for 
locked facilities. These programs will provide the opportunity for communities to implement 
primary and secondary services to address juvenile delinquency before it starts by putting 
resources into the system. 
 
Understanding community interest in developing model programs to reduce juvenile 
delinquency, Congress included amendments in the 1992 Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act to provide for delinquency prevention programs by establishing a new 
delinquency prevention initiative. To participate in the Comprehensive Strategy for Serious, 
Violent, and Chronic Juvenile Offenders Initiative, Communities in Michigan must identify 
factors that put children at risk for future delinquency and develop comprehensive strategies 
to combat youth crime in their community. 
 
Each participating community prepares a five-year comprehensive strategic plan 
based on an assessment of the risk and protective factors in their community.  Following the 
risk/protective factor assessment and program identification process, the participating 
community is required to implement programs for youth that enhance protective factors and 
reduce risk. 
 
Goals/Objectives/Performance Indicators/Activities: 
 
Goal A: The Comprehensive Strategy incorporates two principal components: (1) 
preventing youth from becoming delinquent by focusing prevention programs on at-risk 
youth and (2) improving the juvenile justice systems response to delinquent offenders 
through a system of graduated sanctions and a continuum of treatment alternatives for 
delinquent youth. The principal program goal is to help implement the five-year plan 
established by the community to reduce delinquency. 
 
Objective 1: Develop program models to deliver services designed to impact the  
risk factors identified and to promote the identified protective factors. 

 
Performance Indicators: 
 • The number of data elements which were identified to help with the risk 

assessment process. 
•  The numbers of people part of the local planning process as program plans  

were developed. 
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• The number of Steering Committee meetings and Workgroup meetings held to 
assist the planning process. 

• The extent of local planning resources devoted to the risk assessment  
review, the development of program models, and the preparation of the Five-year 
plan. 

•  Number and types of programs established. 
•  Number and types of services provided. 
• The number of technical assistance visits which were requested to assist  

with the planning process. 
 

Activities: 
 
• Certifying that the local unit of government meets the requirements of the 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act for the deinstitutionalization of 
status offenders, the separation of juveniles from adults in adult jails and lockups, 
the removal of juveniles from adult jails and lockups and is addressing the 
disproportionate representation of females and minorities in the juvenile justice 
system. 

• The programs identified in the five-year plan may include delinquency prevention 
programs for youth who have had contact with the juvenile justice system or who 
are likely to have contact with the juvenile justice system, including the provision to 
children, youth, and families of: recreation services; tutoring and remedial 
instruction; assistance in the development of work awareness skills; child and 
adolescent health and mental health services; alcohol and substance abuse 
prevention services; leadership development activities; lessons in personal 
accountability and responsibility; mentoring programs; programs designed to 
increase the involvement of the father in the family; programs relating to the 
juvenile justice system that address accountability and responsibility. 

• Allocating local match funds to add at least one dollar to their resources in  
the project for each two dollars of grant funds that are sought. 

• Incorporate the principles of Balanced and Restorative Justice (BARJ) into  
their programs. BARJ is a philosophy based on the premise that repairing harm, 
reducing risk, building competency and collaborating with the community, 
especially victims, offers the best promise of helping young people learn to lead 
productive lives within the law. 

• Pursue funding sources to sustain effective programs. 
 

Objective 2: Establish an ongoing evaluation process designed to determine whether 
the model has achieved its objectives. 

 
Performance Indicators: 

• The number and type of evaluation methodologies that were built into the 
ongoing monitoring of the prevention programs as they were developed. 

• The impact programs have on juvenile delinquency including the number of 
juveniles involved in delinquency during the baseline period in contrast to the 
number of juveniles involved in designated time period later in the process. 
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Activities: 
• Develop specific evaluation strategies to respond to the risks, identified  

through the community planning process: i.e., truancy from school, participating in 
gang activities; as well as strategies designed to identify new positive activities 
chosen by the youth. 

•  Establish performance goals and a sound plan to collect data for measuring 
performance and assessing program impact. 

• Provide strong ongoing monitoring and support to the communities in their 
program implementation and evaluation. 

• Collect, collate, analyze and report data on performance measures  
submitted by communities to document the impact. 
 

Objective 3:  Maintain community review of the program implementation process 
through a delinquency prevention committee established by the chief elected official in the 
community making application. 

 
Performance Indicators: 

• The number of Steering Committee meetings held. 
• The number of Steering Committee members in attendance at the Steering 

Committee meetings. 
• The balanced representation of the PPB including public agencies, private 

nonprofit organizations serving children, youth and families, business & industry, 
and parents of at-risk youth and youth. 
 

Activities: 
• Identify ways to keep the community informed of the program efforts underway and 

the progress being made. 
• Identify sources of funding to sustain effective programs. 
• Participate in statewide efforts to highlight delinquency prevention efforts. 
• Provide general oversight for the plan, approve the plan prior to submission to the 

State, and make recommendations to the responsible local agency for the 
distribution of funds and evaluation of funded activities. 

• Arrange a series of local Steering Committee meetings to develop annual 
budgets and schedule and chart the delinquency prevention strategy’s 
implementation and evaluation. 
 

Budget:    JJDPA Funds      State/Local/Private Funds 
FY 05     $580, 156       $290,000 
Total:    $580,156      $290,000 
 
Expected Number of Sub-grants: The State awarded  sub-grants ranging from $62,500 to 
$125,000. 
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4. Coordination of Child Abuse & Neglect and Delinquency Programs – NO  

CHANGE   
In accordance with the JJDP Act of 2002, the Bureau of Juvenile Justice continues to 
emphasize interagency coordination and collaboration in addressing the prevention and 
treatment of juvenile delinquency. 
 
A. Reducing The Caseload Of Probation Officers 

Not Applicable 
 

B. Sharing Public Child Welfare Records (including child protective services 
records) With Courts In The Juvenile Justice System. 

 
In accordance with the JJDP Act of 2002 the State of Michigan has an operational 
system in place to ensure that a juvenile who is before a court in the Juvenile 
Justice System, public child welfare records (including child protective services 
records) relating to such juveniles that are on file in the geographical area under the 
jurisdiction of such court will be made known to such court. 
 
The State of Michigan has a legislative mandate through the Child Protection Law, 
Act number 238, Public Acts of 1975, as amended being sections 722.621 – 
722.638, Michigan Compiled Laws, to ensure the Juvenile Justice System share all 
records with the court. 
 

C. Establishing Policies and Systems to Incorporate Relevant Child Protective 
Services Records into Juvenile Justice Records. 
In accordance with JJDP Act of 2002, the State of Michigan has established 
policies and systems to incorporate relevant child protective service records into 
Juvenile Justice Records for purposes of establishing and implementing treatment 
plans for juvenile offenders. 
 
The following reference citations are listed below to verify compliance. 
 
1. Child Protection Law – Act No. 238, Public Acts of 1975, as amended, being 

sections 722.621 – 722.638, Michigan Compiled Laws 
2. Juvenile Justice Program Overview - Child and Family/Office of Juvenile 

Justice CFJ 811 
3. Case Confidentiality - Child and Family/Office of Juvenile Justice CFJ 813 

Justice Initial Service Plan – FIA/MS Word Template # FIA-4789 
4. Facility Initial Treatment Plan - FIA/MS Word Template # FIA-232 
5. Facility Updated Treatment Plan - FIA/MS Word Template # FIA-233
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5. Technical Assistance Needs 
 
Delinquency Prevention 
 
State Program Designator: DP 
Standard Program Area: 09 
 
Statement of Problem to be Address: OJJDP administers Title V funding which is 
dedicated to delinquency prevention efforts initiated by a community based planning 
process focused on reducing risks and enhancing protective factors to prevent youth from 
entering the juvenile justice system. The Title V Program encourages communities to 
perform multidisciplinary assessments of the risks and resources specific to their 
communities and then develop community-wide, collaborative plans to prevent delinquency. 
 
Specific Needs: Training and technical assistance including: 
• Community Team Orientation Training to bring together policymakers, high level 

agency executives, researchers, and business leaders to familiarize them with the 
research basis for risk and protection-focused prevention; and to provide them with an 
overview of Title V, team building, and data collection needs. 

• Data Collection & Analysis Training which focuses on the collection of data on 
community-specific risks, assets and resources and writing a community profile. 

• Plan & Program Development Training which focuses on understanding the 
elements of a 3-year community delinquency prevention plan and identifying effective 
and promising programs. 

• Evaluation & Performance Measurement Training which provides step-by-step 
details for conducting program evaluation, including selecting performance measures 
and instruments, writing a data collection plan, and analyzing data. 

• Training the Trainers to build capacity within the State on delinquency prevention, 
community mobilization, and planning. 

• Proactive and Follow-up Technical Assistance to Michigan communities. 
 
Expected Recipients of Technical Assistance: Michigan communities participating in the 
Title V Delinquency Prevention Initiative including community leaders, planners, 
researchers, program developers and private individuals who are involved in mobilizing the 
community, controlling resources, effecting policy changes, and developing programs. 
Additional participants include BJJ/FGU staff, contracted consultants and interested 
members of the MCJJ. 
 
Anticipated Providers: OJJDP and Development Services Group (DSG). 
 
Anticipated Timeframe: 2006 as needed. 
 
End Product Sought: Enhance the capacity of Michigan’s communities to formulate and 
implement locally-driven comprehensive delinquency prevention plans. 
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Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC) 
 
State Program Designator: n/a 
Standard Program Area: 10 
 
Statement of Problem to Be Addressed: Michigan continues to view Disproportionate 
Minority Contact (DMC) as a priority within the juvenile justice system. The identification and 
assessment phases are concurrently being addressed through data compilation as well as 
planning and implementation of the assessment tools. The new measure, the Relative Rate 
Index (RRI), is being incorporated and data are being converted. It is anticipated that 
Michigan will develop, at the encouragement of Dr. William Feyerherm, a Michigan-specific 
RRI tool.  These next steps will provide a deeper analysis of the scope and causes of DMC 
Issues within Michigan’s Juvenile Justice system and guide future program planning. 
 
Specific Needs: 

 Technical Assistance (TA) with qualitative data collection and analysis 
 TA with conversion process from DRI to RRI formats 

 
Expected Recipients of Assistance: Primarily, the subcontracting office that performs the 
data collection and analysis of the Michigan DMC Assessment project. Secondary 
participants may include BJJ-FGU staff and interested members of the MCJJ. 
 
Anticipated Providers: OJJDP and it’s affiliates; Dr. William Feyerherm, if possible 
 
Anticipated Timeframe: It is anticipated that the initial request would be issued in the 
spring of 2004 and that assistance would be periodic over the course of the year. 
 
End Product Sought: Initially, on-site consultation with opportunities for follow-up 
discussion at preplanned intervals through the course of the year (via teleconference). 
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Court/Mental Health Services (Juvenile Drug/Mental Health Expansion Courts) 
 
State Program Designator: JDMHC 
Standard Program Area: 07, 20 
 
Statement of Problem to Be Addressed: Youth involved with the juvenile justice system 
have significantly more mental health disorders than youth in the general population and the 
mental disorders from which these youth suffer are often serious and debilitating. Unlike the 
mental health system, juvenile justice has little to say regarding which youth it accepts or 
does not accept into its care. The juvenile justice system has become the default placement 
for many youth with mental health disorders that are not receiving appropriate psychological 
and psychiatric treatment in the community. Juvenile justice practitioners must look beyond 
traditional methods of addressing delinquency among our youth. Drug and mental health 
courts require the involvement of multiple agencies and community representatives in order 
to provide the holistic approach that courts have traditionally attempted to provide. Specialty 
courts, particularly drug courts with a mental health component need to be developed to 
provide a total continuum of care to reduce the chances of juveniles engaging in behaviors 
that lead to confinement. Michigan has initiated pilot projects to address juveniles with co-
occuring disorders.   Drug courts involve comprehensive programs that include early 
identification and assessment, substance abuse and mental health treatment, intensive 
supervision, judicial monitoring, alcohol and drug testing, court-mandated sanctions and 
incentives, and other ancillary services as appropriate. These specialty courts are needed 
to encourage and promote collaboration providing for the use of a variety of strategies that 
will discourage further involvement in the juvenile justice system. In order to expand the 
continuum of care for juveniles with substance abuse and mental health disorders, 
additional technical assistance and training is needed in the areas identified below. An effort 
will be made to explore training/technical assistance resources that may be available 
without additional funding. 
 
Specific Needs: 

 Technical Assistance (TA) with Gender Specific approaches 
 TA with Dual Diagnosis issues 
 TA with Substance Abuse/Mental Health Training and Cross-training for 

collaborative partners 
 OJJDP Training on the Core Requirements 
 Culturally Specific trainings to address the range of needs of racial/ethnic minority 

groups in jurisdictions having a drug court/mental health pilot project 
 Training on Outreach Strategies for culturally diverse communities 
 Training on Motivational Interviewing and Strength-based strategies 
 Training for court staff/collaborators on juvenile sexual offenders 

 
Expected Recipients of Assistance: Primarily the staff of existing drug/mental health 
courts and their community collaboration partners. Secondary participants may include: 
jurisdictions interested in establishing a juvenile drug/mental health court, BJJ-FGU staff 
and interested members of the MCJJ. 
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Anticipated Providers: OJJDP and it’s affiliates; the GAINS Center; SAMHSA; Michael 
Clark (Bureau of Justice on Motivational Interviewing and Strength-based approaches) and 
others yet to be identified on culturally specific issues and outreach strategies. 
 
Anticipated Timeframe: It is anticipated that the initial request would be issued in the 
spring of 2005 and that assistance would be periodic over the course of the year. 
 
End Product Sought: It is anticipated that 1-2 days of training would be provided for the 
each of the training areas identified at each of the two current pilot sites. If the drug/mental 
health court initiative is expanded, it would also include training opportunities for interested 
jurisdictions. The end product would be that the attendants would gain an understanding of 
the specific needs of participants in the drug/mental health courts. Additionally, participants  
will better understand how they, as a community, can work together to expand the 
continuum of care for juveniles and reduce the incidence of juveniles engaging in behaviors 
that lead to confinement. 
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Aftercare/Reentry 
 
State Program Designator: AC 
Standard Program Area: 01 
 
Statement of Problem to Be Addressed: Based on data discovered during the initial DMC 
assessment, it became obvious that there was an overall lack of adequate aftercare and 
reintegration services for youth returning to the community from secure placements. This 
was found to be true for all youth, regardless of race or ethnicity. Given this data as well as 
a desire to impact juvenile criminal recidivism, the Michigan Committee on Juvenile Justice 
prioritized Aftercare/Reentry services and continues to support this initiative. 
 
Specific Needs: 
 Technical Assistance (TA) with program implementation (all sites): 
 Program Evaluation and Outcome Measures 
 Building effective, sustainable collaborations with community partners 
 Planning for fiscal program sustainability 
 Advocacy skills 
 Working with resistant clients and family members’ 
 Writing and implementing strength-based treatment plans for reintegrating 

youth 
 Co-occurring disorders 
 TA with MIS development (1 site) 

 
Expected Recipients of Assistance: Primarily, the service/program sites that provide the 
contracted aftercare/reentry programs. Secondary participants may include BJJ-FGU staff 
and interested members of the MCJJ. 
 
Anticipated Providers: OJJDP and it’s affiliates; The site that needs MIS development 
assistance is currently working with a provider and would like to expand upon that. 
 
Anticipated Timeframe: It is anticipated that the initial request would be issued in the 
spring of 2005 and that assistance would be periodic over the course of the year. 
 
End Product Sought: For the program implementation TA, it will be requested that 1-2 
days of training per issue submitted for be provided at a central location within Michigan. 
The MIS development TA would need to be provided over the course of the year at the 
program site. 
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Technical Assistance Request 
 
 

Standard Program Number:     07 
 
Standard Program Area: Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC) 
 
Statement of the Problem: 
 
The MFIA needs to develop a self-help curriculum to train the trainers and educate others about 
DMC in Michigan.  Additionally, develop a supplemental with field test surveys and assessment 
tools for community purposes. 
 
 
Specific Need: 
 
We have an immediate need to develop and disseminate a standardized curriculum to train the 
trainers and educate communities in Michigan on DMC.  We also have immediate need to 
develop field test surveys and assessment tools to examine existing community infrastructures as 
it relates to prevention, intervention, and suppression programming.  The coordination of these 
surveys and assessment tools with baseline research data will identify community needs, issues, 
and opportunities for effective intervention programming. 
 
DMC is a sensitive, yet largely undeveloped topic that many potential change agents in our 
communities, justice systems and human service networks are afraid of or unsure about.  We 
propose to provide our grantees with additional tools to help them educate others and, otherwise, 
support their DMC-related work.  These tools will be designed and developed, largely with the 
TA requested herein. 
 
 
Expected Recipients of TA: 
 
The Michigan FIA, which manages OJJDP funding, will be the primary beneficiary of the 
proposed TA, along with future users.   Trainers, community partners and those who use or are 
exposed to materials will use the desired DMC presentation and supporting curriculum, along 
with surveys and assessment tools. 
 
Anticipated Providers of the Technical Assistance: 
 
William McCoy, an OJJDP/DSG consultant, will provide the TA proposed herein.  Mr. McCoy 
is president of The McCoy Company, a 20 year old consulting firm specializing in planning, 
training, and development.  Mr. McCoy’s background is detailed on his website located at 
www.themccoycompany.com.  Mr. McCoy conducted a DMC workshop in December 2004, which 
was well received. 
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Anticipated Time Frame: 
 
A three-month timeframe is envisioned for the completion of this project.  This includes an 
estimated 30 days of OJJDP/DSG supported effort by Mr. McCoy. 
 
 
End Product Sought: 
 
1.0 Produce a standard presentation of Michigan DMC in PowerPoint and/or overheard  

transparencies for replication and use within three months.  
1.1 Create a draft DMC presentation for FIA/working group review, critique and 

change. 
1.2 Modify and adapt presentation to PowerPoint and/or other formats. 
1.3 Field test presentation with working group. 
1.4 Finalize presentation. 

 
2.0 Develop and field test self-survey and/or self-assessment tools for use with and by local 

organizations and communities within three months. 
2.1 Decide on self-assessment needs, focus and desired tools. 
2.2 Research and develop draft self-assessment and/or self survey tools. 
2.3 Field test tools. 
2.4 Finalize tools. 

 
3.0 Conduct additional baseline research on DMC issues and opportunities, including  

qualitative feedback via focus groups and/or survey interviews within three months. 
3.1 Decide on and pursue statistical data collection needs, i.e., statewide, targeted  

communities, etc. 
3.2 Secure qualitative data via focus groups and/or interviews both stateside and in  

targeted communities. 
3.3 Other baseline research and data collection. 

 
4.0 Identify suitable intervention programs for community funding.
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MICHIGAN DMC OFFICE 
TA PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

ADDENDUM 
 
 
 

A ten (10) day technical assistance (TA) intervention is proposed to assist the Michigan 
Disproportionate Minority Contact (M/DMC) office with identifying funding sources for DMC 
and youth programming, sharpening the M/DMC message, and setting the stage for expanded 
M/DMC community education, outreach, and involvement: 
 

• Conduct baseline fact-finding on federal, state, and private (foundation) funding for 
juvenile justice systems and programming, as well as prevention, intervention, and 
suppression programming aimed at reducing DMC directly or indirectly; 

 
• Identify and collect surveys, questionnaires, cultural competency assessment tools, 

and other information designed to help communities and juvenile justice systems 
examine DMC; 

 
• Support the design and testing (during site visits) of a toolkit or presentation for 

helping M/DMC better educate local juvenile justice systems and communities about 
DMC issues, interventions, and opportunities; and 

 
• Assist with the structuring and pilot testing (during site visits) of a process and 

toolkit (e.g. data collection guide, interview guide, focus group questioning route, etc) 
for generating community-specific recommendations and action plans for reducing 
DMC. 
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MICHIGAN DMC TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE WORKPLAN AND SCHEDULE 

 
Implementation Schedule (Weeks)                                                   Schedule 

TA Activities Week 1 Week 2 Week 3 Week 4 
1.0 Baseline Fact-Finding on DMC-related  
      Funding and Programs 

    

  1.1 Explore and ID federal, state funding      
  1.2 Explore/ID federal/state recognized  
        “best practices” and other programs 

    

  1.3 Explore and ID foundation funding     
  1.4 Prepare draft “fact sheet” for M/DMC  
        distribution and use 

    

2.0 Collect Surveys, Cultural Competency 
Assessment Tools, Etc per DMC 

    

  2.1 Identify, contact, and solicit tools and  
        information from experts and groups  

    

  2.2 Explore other sources and resources  
        for useful information 

    

  2.3 Share and/or recommend tools for  
        M/DMC use 

    

3.0 Design Process and Tools for 
Educating Juvenile Justice Systems and 
Local Communities about DMC 

    

  3.1 Consult with M/DMC regarding  
        outreach goals, targets, and approach 

    

  3.2 Review existing or educational  
        materials, publications, and tools 

    

  3.3 Consult with local officials and others  
        about expanding M/DMC outreach 

    

  3.4 Share/recommend a process and/or  
        tools for educating people about DMC 

    

4.0 Assist with Process and Toolkit for 
Generating Community-specific Action 
Plans for Reducing DMC 

    

  4.1 Consult with M/DMC on selection  
        and prep of up to three target sites 

    

  4.2 Prepare/conduct site visits to up to 3  
        target sites to conduct research 

    

  4.3 Document the site visit activities and  
        outcomes, and suggest future action 

    

 5.0 Project Administration and Reporting     
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Gender-Specific Services 
 
State Program Designator: GS 
Standard Program Area: 13 
 
Statement of Problem to Be Addressed: Female specific services were prioritized in 
Michigan as a subset of the DMC initiative due to discovery of information during the initial 
DMC assessment: 1) Females are over-represented in Michigan for status offense arrests 
and 2) The proportion of females arrested (especially for serious, violent crimes) has greatly 
increased in recent years. Additionally, the existing female juvenile justice services were 
adaptations of models developed for males and there was a great lack of models 
specifically designed for females. This priority was also emphasized by state legislation, 
which requires the parent agency, the Michigan Family Independence Agency, to establish 
gender-specific programming for females. This need remains a priority for Michigan. 
 
Specific Needs: 
 Assistance in writing program curricula and a female-specific Michigan model 
 TA in identifying and developing detention alternatives specifically designed for 

females 
 TA in establishing a model as a recognized “Best Practice” 
 Assistance with planning and writing a Master Strategic plan for Michigan female 

specific services 
 Training on gender/female specific issues: 
 Neuro-biological differences 
 Developmental psychology 
 Attachment issues 
 Sexuality and health 

 
Expected Recipients of Assistance: Primarily, the service/program sites that provide the 
contracted gender-specific programs as well as other, gender-specific treatment providers 
throughout the state (where appropriate) for the program implementation topics. Secondary 
participants may include BJJ-FGU staff and interested members of the MCJJ. It is 
anticipated that a core group, including representative from the funded programs, the 
gender-specific consultant, BJJ personnel, MCJJ members and other stakeholders would  
be the recipients of the strategic planning and model development assistance. 
 
Anticipated Providers: OJJDP and it’s affiliates; experts may be identified at the time of 
each formal requisition. 
 
Anticipated Timeframe: It is anticipated that the initial request would be issued in the 
spring of 2005 and that assistance would be periodic over the course of the year. 
 
End Product Sought: For the planning and model development assistance, it is expected 
that there would be several days of on-site consultation with possible telephone follow-up 
that leads to written documents. For the program implementation topics, it is anticipated that 
1-2 days of training be provided to recipients. 
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Alternatives to Detention 
 
State Program Designator: n/a 
Standard Program Area: 02 
 
Statement of Problem to Be Addressed: Detention reform and alternatives to detention is 
a growing concern in Michigan. At present, the magnitude of the issues calling for reform is 
not clear. However, the Michigan Juvenile Detention Association, Inc., which is comprised 
of administrators of the detention centers across the state, have voiced concerns and 
interest in collaborating for system change relative to the over-use of juvenile detention. 
Issues that related to improper use of detention, overcrowded conditions, minority over-
representation and gender insensitivity are the impetus for both reform and the 
development of adequate and appropriate alternatives. The initial analysis is being planned 
in conjunction and in accordance with the Annie E. Casey Foundation and their “Pathways 
to Juvenile Detention Reform” curriculum. This programming area has been identified as a 
new priority for Michigan. 
 
Specific Needs: 
 Technical Assistance (TA) with planning for detention reform and alternatives in 

Michigan 
 TA with implementing the Pathways curriculum at both a system-wide and a 

community-specific level 
 
Expected Recipients of Assistance: The demonstration sites (yet to be selected) and a 
core group of stakeholders in the detention reform initiative would be the recipients. This 
group should include BJJ-FGU staff and interested members of the MCJJ. 
 
Anticipated Providers: OJJDP and it’s affiliates; it is anticipated that the Annie E. Casey 
Foundation would provide that assistance. 
 
Anticipated Timeframe: It is anticipated that the initial request would be issued in the 
spring of 2005 and that assistance would be periodic over the course of the year. 
 
End Product Sought: It is anticipated that the end product will be on-going assistance, 
both on-site and via teleconference, during the first year of program planning and 
implementation, leading to at least 3 operational “Pathways” detention sites. 
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 Delinquency Prevention and Serious Crime 
 
State Program Designator: DP/JJBRC 
State Program Area: 09, 29 
 
Statement of Problem to be Addressed: Michigan’s Building Restorative Communities 
(BRC) effort builds upon the Comprehensive Strategy for the Serious, Violent, and Chronic 
Juvenile Offenders national initiative supported by the U.S. Department of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention. Through a yearlong, county-based planning process, 
communities develop a five-strategic plan designed to have a long-term impact on helping 
kids grow up to be law-abiding and productive adults. It is anticipated that Michigan will 
guide 3 to 5 new communities in this year-long planning process with the assistance of Dr. 
Sue Yeres, from the National Council on Crime and Delinquency, Oakland California. 
 
Specific Needs: Training and Technical Assistance Including guiding communities through 
a process of creating workgroups to mobilize the community and recruit candidates for each 
workgroup that will collaborate to produce a 5-year strategic plan. The workgroups are as 
follows: 

• Data Collection and Analysis 
• Resource Assessment 
• Objective Decision-Making 
• Legislative, Policy and Systems 
• Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation 
• Outreach, Communication and Media 
 

Expected Recipients of Technical Assistance: Michigan communities participating in the 
Building Restorative Communities Initiative including educators, community members, 
researchers, juvenile justice professional, court administrators, health departments. 
Additional members may include BJJ/FGU staff, and interested members of the MCJJ. 
 
Anticipated Providers: Dr. Sue Yeres and OJJDP 
 
Anticipated Timeframe: 2006 
 
End Product Sought: Enhance the capacity of Michigan’s communities to formulate a 5-
year plan that is designed to provide communities “best practice” programs that implement 
locally driven comprehensive delinquency prevention programs. 
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Delinquency Prevention and 
Serious Crime 
 
State Program Designator: JJCSI, DP, JJBRC 
Standard Program Area: 09, 29 
 
Statement of Problem to be Addressed: The OJJDP has prescribed a risk and protective 
factor model for the Title V Program. This model emphasizes community collaboration, 
community-wide risk and resource assessment, risk and asset-focused prevention 
programming, and community-based services. A primary goal is to increase the evaluation 
capacity of Title V, and Comprehensive Strategy/Building Restorative Communities 
grantees by providing evaluation information, expertise and support. Technical assistance 
needs to be provided for up to twenty three (23) communities in designing and conducting 
an evaluation of their Title V initiatives or Comprehensive Strategy/Building Restorative 
Communities initiatives. 
 
Specific Needs: Technical assistance and support for 14 Title V communities and 9 
Comprehensive Strategy/Building Restorative Communities in the following areas: 

• Provide on-site technical assistance to each program. 
• Telephone, fax and/or e-mail contact as needed to facilitate consultation between 

site visits. 
• Distribute resource materials to programs as needed. Assist with coalition building 

and maintenance; the identification, selection and implementation of research-
based prevention program models; and data collection, analysis and reporting 
functions. Provide copies of these materials to the programs and BJJ Agency staff. 

• Provide support to the programs in building and maintaining community-based 
coalitions. 

• Provide support to the programs in locating data and conducting  
assessments of community-wide risk factors, protective factors, and resources. 

• Support the program planning, development and implementation process of each 
community program. 

• Support the evaluation planning, development and implementation process of each 
community program. 

• In collaboration with the BJJ, coordinate a minimum of one (1) statewide 
conference for twenty-three (23) programs. The conference will bring together 
external presenters/facilitators, including staff from Title V, Comprehensive 
Strategy, and Building Restorative Communities funded programs, to address a 
wide range of topics related to juvenile delinquency prevention. Topics may 
include, but are not limited to: sustainability, implementing the DSG model; best 
practices in the field of delinquency prevention; building and maintaining effective 
coalitions; evaluating prevention programs; overcoming challenges and barriers; 
and lessons learned. 

• Provide technical assistance and support to selected Title V and Comprehensive 
Strategy/Building Restorative Communities evaluators in conducting full-scale, 
comprehensive evaluations of their Restorative Initiatives. 

• Provide monthly reports summarizing community program status, progress and 
outcomes achieved. The monthly summary reports will integrate information 
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collected through the program and evaluation technical assistance process as well 
as the grant implementation review process. 

• Provide program administrative and grant implementation review support to the 
Federal Grants Unit in the areas of grant implementation review; Title V grant 
application review; and Title V grantee monthly and annual report tracking and 
review. 

• Collaborate, consult with, and report to Agency project staff and the Prevention 
Subcommittee and Committee of Juvenile Justice. 

 
Expected Recipients of Technical Assistance: Michigan communities participating in the 
Title V Delinquency Prevention Initiative, and/or Comprehensive Strategy/Building 
Restorative Communities Initiative. Additional participants include BJJ/FGU staff, contracted 
consultants and interested members of the MCJJ. 
 
Anticipated Providers: Contracted Consultants, OJJDP and Development Services Group 
(DSG). 
 
Anticipated Timeframe: February 2005 to December 2005 
 
End Product Sought: Enhance the capacity of Michigan’s communities to formulate and 
implement locally driven comprehensive delinquency prevention plans. 
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Juvenile Justice System Improvement 
 
State Program Designator: n/a 
State Program Area: 19 
 
Statement of Problem To Be Addressed: Juvenile records in Michigan are kept on  
several databases.  There is repetitive entry of identical information on multiple  
computer systems and paper documents.  Not having this data in one database  
presents a problem in holding juveniles in Michigan accountable.  While the  Bureau  
of Juvenile Justice has developed several collaborative efforts with other State  
Agencies including the Michigan State Police, State Court Administrators Office and  
the Prosecuting Attorneys Office to combat this problem missing data continues to  
be a problem because many of the databases are incompatible.  The two most  
promising databases for improving the collection of  information on juveniles are the  
state’s Juvenile Justice on Line Technology (JJOLT) and the counties’ Prosecuting  
Attorney’s Association of Michigan (PACC/PAAM).  These two systems present the  
best opportunity for improvements, however, individual court’s will be contacted for  
an identification of specific needs relative to providing accurate and consistent data.   
Technical assistance including funding will be provided as available.   
 
Program Goals 
 

1. Evidence of consistency in case processing for youthful offenders 
throughout the state.   

2. Improved communication between local jurisdictions, state and federal 
agencies through readily accessible and consistent data. 

3. Seamless system of delivery. 
4. Improve state and local juvenile justice data based systems. 

 
Program Objectives 
 

1. Output objectives: 
a. Improve organizational capacity. 
b. Improve program activities. 

2. Outcome Objectives: 
a. Increase accountability. 
b. Improve prosocial behaviors. 
c. Increase system capacity. 

 
Performance Objectives 
 

1. Output Performance Measures: 
a. Amount of formula grant funds allocated to initiatives to improve 

juvenile justice system improvement practices, policies or 
procedures on a system wide basis.   

b. Number of new programs implemented. 
c. Unduplicated count of number of youth served by juvenile justice 

system improvement programs. 
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2. Outcome Performance Measures 
a. Number and percent of youth completing program requirements. 
b. Number and percent of program youth exhibiting a desired change 

in targeted behavior. 
c. Average length of time between initial court appearance and 

disposition. 
 

Activities and Services Planned 
• Opportunities for technical assistance with OJJDP compliance on an annual  

basis.   
• Training opportunities for research based programming and evaluation. 
• Training on uniform method of data collection. 
• Distribution of funds to support local initiatives targeting system  

improvement. 
• Technical assistance as requested for data collection and dissemination. 
• Data collection DMC decision points and compliance monitoring of secure  

detention will utilize a secure detention log (spreadsheet). 
• Monitor process for data collection at a local level. 
• Identify system deficiencies and need for technical assistance or other  

support.  
 
Budget:   
 
       JJDPA Funds                 State/Local/Private Funds 
FY 05                $50,000                  $0 
Total                       $50,000                  $0
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SAG Membership 
 
 Name Represents F/T 

Govt 
Youth 

Member 
Date of 

Appointment 
 
Residence 

1 Heard, Jerial D-3 X  8/28/03 Farmington 
2 Antoine, Sara E  X 8/28/03 Traverse City 
3 Brinkman, Helen B-2 X  8/28/03 Rockford 
4 Carter, Arthur C-7 X  1/30/04 Detroit 
6 Doughty, Joan D-3 X  8/28/03 Ann Arbor 
7 Ervin, William B-1 X  8/28/03 Mount Pleasant 
8 Fink, Jeffrey B-2 X  8/28/03 Kalamazoo 
9 Giddings, Diane E  X 8/28/03 Hudson 
10 Good, Amy H X  8/28/03 Detroit 
11 Haddad, Sharkey E X  8/28/03 West Bloomfield 
12 Harton, Carol C-4 X  8/28/03 Lansing 
13 Latterman, Marilyn G X  8/28/03 East Lansing 
14 Mellos, Betsy B-2 X  8/28/03 Grosse Pointe 
15 Montaner, Alexander F   8/28/03 Detroit 
16 Taylor, Carl C-4, F   8/28/03 Grand Ledge 
15 Underwood, Joseph A X  8/28/03 Cassopolis 
16 Walker, Gary B-2 X  8/28/03 Marquette 
17 Weaver, Elizabeth B-1 X  8/28/03 Glen Arbor 
18 Williams, Clarance H X  8/28/03 Detroit 
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6. Staff of JJDPA Formula Grants 
 
NAME      POSITION           % OF TIME 
Jeanette Scroggins   Manager, FGU and Juvenile Justice Specialist   100% 
Janie Soliz     Grant Specialist/Title V         100% 
Rufus Jackson    Disproportionate Minority Confinement Coordinator 100% 
Camala Hoffman   Secretary             50% 
 
Management Plan 
Attached is a copy of the office management plan for the Juvenile Justice Grant Unit (which 
implements the JJDPA Formula Grant Program) and the organization chart showing the 
structure of the Family Independence Agency (see pages 105-106). 
 
Job Descriptions 
FGU Manager/Juvenile Justice Specialist 
This position has responsibility for statewide strategic planning, grant development and 
application, data collection, trends and analysis, and coordination with outside agencies 
regarding grants, statistics, and other information relevant to the juvenile justice system.  
 
This position supervises 4.5 staff members who work directly with grantees in the 
development and administration of approximately 50 grants and contractors to local 
municipalities and private agencies focusing on prevention, disproportionate minority over-
representation, jail removal alternatives, community policing, aftercare and gender specific 
programs. This position also works directly with a 23 member Juvenile Justice Committee 
appointed by the Governor. 
 
Grant Specialist 
Specific Grant Specialist responsibilities include, but are not limited to: 
 Oversight and review of delinquency prevention, comprehensive strategy, gender 

specific, drug and mental health expansion courts, juvenile detention, jail removal and 
reintegration/aftercare grants and associated contracts. 

 Advise and support to the Michigan Committee on Juvenile Justice (State Advisory 
Group). 

 Development of RFP/grant application process. 
 Reviewing applications for compliance with JJDP Act and budget requirements. 
 Monitor quarterly and yearly program reports and financial reports. 
 Coordinate and negotiate grants and contracts for processing. 
 Update MCJJ website. 
 Attend OJJDP and other appropriate training conferences. 
 Meet with representatives of communities regarding available funding and collaborative 

funding efforts. 
 

DMC Coordinator 
The primary function of this position as the departmental specialist is to implement 
programs that reduce the number of minorities, including females that enter the juvenile 
justice system.  This position represents the department in assuring that the federal 
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government’s mandate regarding disproportionate minority confinement (DMC) is met. 
There is considerable involvement in politically sensitive issues regarding the confinement 
of minority youth in secure facilities.  Work involves participation and oversight of policies 
developed within the Juvenile Justice Grant Unit pertaining to the administration of federal 
grant money to local municipalities, private and non-profit agencies. 
 
Federal Grants Unit Secretary 
The primary function of this position as it relates to JJDPA is to provide general secretarial 
duties to the Federal Grants Unit staff. Duties include but are not limited to: 
 Answering general questions and/or directing clients to the proper staff member. 
 Maintaining grantee and contractors files. 
 Typing general correspondence and grant contracts, as needed. 
 Coordinating travel arrangements for grant staff as well as the Michigan Committee on 

Juvenile Justice (MCJJ) SAG members. 
 Processing payments and travel reimbursements. 
 Taking minutes for the MCJJ meetings. 
 Sorting and routing mail as appropriate. 

 
 
OTHER PROGRAMS ADMINISTERED BY FIA 
Bureau of Juvenile Justice 
Program Statement 
Program Goal – Guided by the principles of Balanced and Restorative Justice, the goal of 
the Bureau of Juvenile Justice is to promote the protection of individuals and communities 
through the reduction of juvenile crime.  
 
Program Description – The Bureau of Juvenile Justice provides the following services: 
• Operation of public residential facilities, which provide a full range of rehabilitation and 

educational services for juvenile offenders 
• Classification and assignment services to low, medium and high security public and 

privately operated residential facilities 
• Development and interpretation of delinquency policy for field offices and public and 

private facilities 
• Fiduciary for multiple funding sources, including federal block and prevention grants 
• Training for juvenile justice professionals 
• Prevention, rehabilitation and reintegration services through direct care or purchased 

service 
• Providing information and technical assistance to communities for the purpose of 

developing community-based programming 
• Facilitating collaboration and promoting a coordinated system of care across juvenile 

justice programs 
• Monitoring policy compliance Population Description – Juvenile Justice services are 

provided to youth ages 12 through 20 who have violated the law and are committed or 
referred by state courts which designate the youth’s legal status. The most common 
legal status definitions follow: 

• Delinquent State Ward (Act 150): The court commits the youth to FIA for supervision, 
placement and care. 
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• Delinquent Court Ward : The court retains responsibility for oversight of the care, but 

gives FIA the placement and care responsibilities. 
• OTI – Delinquent Wards: Out-of-town inquiry, placement in Michigan by another state 

with FIA supervision. 
• Non-Ward Delinquent: Court has requested FIA predisposition evaluation and 

recommendation for future planning. 
• Dual Ward: Act 150 (delinquency) and Act 220 (abuse and neglect) ward. 
 
Sources of Financing 
State General Fund/General Purpose 
Federal Grants 
Local Funds – County Payback 
 
Legal Base 
Public Act 280, 1939, as amended (Social Welfare Act) 
Public Act 150, 1974, as amended (Youth Rehabilitation Services Act) 
Public Act 288, 1939, as amended (Juvenile Code) 
 
EDUCATION PROGRAMS 
Bureau of Juvenile Justice residential facilities operate on-site schools on a year round 
schedule.  The 12-month school year provides the opportunity for youth entering BJJ 
programs with learning and grade level deficits to make rapid gains in their educational 
performance. Students are provided with basic academic instruction and special education 
services by state certified teachers.  In September 2002, the Bureau adopted the Michigan 
Core Curriculum as its educational foundation and work was recently completed on the 
standards and benchmarks for all BJJ schools. In addition, the school at the W. J. Maxey 
Boys Training School is fully accredited by the North Central Association of Colleges and 
Schools (NCA).  Bureau schools are working toward meeting the requirements of No Child 
Left Behind (NCLB) and making sure that all Bureau schools make Adequate Yearly 
Progress as defined by the federal legislation. The BJJ educational program is particularly 
challenged by the requirement that teachers become Highly Qualified in each subject area 
that they teach. BJJ schools most closely resemble the “one room schoolhouse” model with 
a single teacher providing instruction in multiple subjects and considerable planning is 
required to assure that all teachers achieve highly qualified status by the end of the 2005-
2006 school year.  More than half of the youth in Bureau facilities qualify for special 
education services. The majority of BJJ teachers in the academic program are special 
education certified and special education students are provided with services meeting the 
standards of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). Individualized education 
plans are developed for all students and students are mainstreamed to the extent possible. 
BJJ is working with Michigan State University to complete a comprehensive evaluation of its 
vocational education programs. The University is evaluating the existing program, 
completing a job market survey and making recommendations to revise the vocational 
education offerings to align it more closely with job availability post release. The Bureau has 
received a $670,000 federal workforce preparation grant to support this review and the 
development of a model vocational education program at the Adrian Training School. 
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Experiential Education – The Bureau of Juvenile Justice is a leader in experiential education 
in the State of Michigan. The mission of the experiential program is to provide adjudicated  
youth with a safe and therapeutic experience that enables and empowers them to develop 
positive, productive behaviors leading to higher levels of responsible functioning within their 
home and community. The program incorporates adventure-based counseling and 
therapeutic techniques that focus on: 
 
Physically and mentally challenging experiences 
Personal responsibility for one’s actions 
Physical and emotional safety 
Personal growth 
Self-examination 
Pro-social, life management and educational skills 
 
The program employs skilled therapists (Master of Social Work or Licensed Professional 
Counselor) to accompany each adventure outing. These therapists help participants utilize 
their experiences to gain perspective on personal and group dynamics. The counseling 
concentrates on current issues (resolving conflicts, discussing strong feelings, processing 
solutions, helping participants to see their own behavior, and that of others objectively, 
gaining a sense of control over behavior and finding sources of self confidence). Those 
lessons are then applied to the participant’s broader life experiences to resolve problems 
that have led to their delinquency via group and individual therapy sessions. Although it is 
primarily housed at the Nokomis Challenge Center, all BJJ-operated facilities participate in 
the experiential education program. 
 
BALANCED AND RESTORATIVE JUSTICE 
In 1998, the Family Independence Agency’s Bureau of Juvenile Justice adopted balanced 
and restorative justice as a guiding philosophy for delinquency services statewide. 
Restorative justice is a comprehensive means to assure accountability, victim/community 
involvement, and offender competency development thorough a balanced and customized 
approach. This approach recognizes the importance of three components – the victim, the 
community, and the offender in the juvenile system. A number of strategies were identified 
for promoting understanding and acceptance of this philosophy. The primary strategy has 
been education – for specific audiences and for the public in general.  Early in the process 
of introducing Michigan residents to the principles and values of restorative justice, 
community forums were held in four locations. The Bureau of Juvenile Justice provided 
nationally recognized experts on balanced and restorative justice to speak at these forums. 
The forums provided information, but more importantly, they generated ongoing discussion 
about the challenges and opportunities that this philosophy presented. 
 
These forums were followed by several Bureau of Juvenile Justice sponsored training 
opportunities. These were offered to the public and to the Bureau of Juvenile Justice 
personnel.  The purpose of these training opportunities was to create a broader 
understanding of the balanced and restorative justice philosophy at the community level as 
well as within the juvenile justice system. 
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The Juvenile Accountability Block Grant committee and the Michigan Committee on 
Juvenile Justice have supported the BARJ initiative in Michigan. Through the support of the 
two committees, a Michigan BARJ web site was created. The site (www.mibarj.org) offers 
information and advice on implementing, sustaining and evaluating BARJ initiatives. This 
web site has also hosted an interactive, online BARJ course that anyone could access. 
In addition to the web site, the Juvenile Accountability Block Grant committee has made it 
possible for counties to receive grants and technical assistance awards designated 
specifically for educating community members about balanced and restorative justice. 
 
The Michigan Committee of Juvenile Justice has and continues to support major community 
strategic planning initiatives that incorporate the principles of restorative justice. Five 
counties are currently participating in Building Restorative Communities (BRC) a yearlong 
strategic planning process that produces a strategic plan focused on improving the juvenile 
justice system response to juvenile crime through the development of a system of 
graduated sanctions and continuum of intervention strategies.  In summary, broad-based 
education is the key to building and sustaining support for balanced and restorative justice. 
Education is an ongoing process. It is something the Bureau of Juvenile Justice continues 
to support. 
 
GENDER RESPONSIVE SERVICES 
Section 520 of PA 109 of 1997 required the Family Independence Agency to develop 
community based alternatives to public and private residential placements for delinquent 
youth with Class IV and Class V offenses (low misdemeanors and status offenses). Most 
girls committed or referred to the Bureau of Juvenile Justice for care and supervision have, 
as their committing offense, a Class IV or Class V offense. In 2000, the Bureau of Juvenile 
Justice hired a gender specific specialist to focus more attention on services to girls in the 
juvenile justice system. In the same year, addition, the Gender Specific Task Force was 
created, chaired by BJJ’s gender specific specialist. This task force is comprised of 
representatives from public and private residential treatment agencies, courts, schools, 
prosecutors’ offices, and community organizations. The purpose of the task force is to 
identify, develop, coordinate and advocate for gender specific programming for females 
within the juvenile justice system. 
 
In FY 03, the Gender Specific Task Force developed a five-year strategic plan with the 
following four goals: Develop public awareness and commitment for female specific issues 
among policymakers, legislators, educators, and decision-makers in the juvenile and 
criminal justice systems Build community collaborations to provide local support and solve 
problems. Generate a sustaining commitment to, and financial support for, gender specific 
issues Create a continuum of individualized and empowering support for girls and young 
women.  
 
Towards these ends, the Gender Specific Task Force is presenting the “Helping Our Girls: 
Taking Action, Taking Charge” statewide conference on March 24 –25, 2004. The 
conference is planned to educate, heighten awareness and provide ideas and options on 
ways to meet the needs of young females, and will focus on details of female responsive 
programming and community alternatives. All BJJ programs, which treat females, are 
involved in gender responsive programming. 
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SERIOUS AND VIOLENT OFFENDER REENTRY INITIATIVE/GOING HOME GRANTS 
 
Program Goal: In August of 2002, The Family Independence Agency of Michigan was 
awarded $1,000,000 from the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention to 
implement services to reduce recidivism and help youthful ex-offenders become productive 
members of society. Supplemental funds, in the amount of $235,806, were awarded in 
September 2003 to address the substance abuse and mental health needs of juveniles. 
States were encouraged to fill the gaps of existing offender services to build a strong 
collaborative base for community reintegration. Four counties were selected to implement 
the Going Home initiative: Berrien, Jackson, Muskegon and Wayne. Service contracts were 
scheduled to begin in FY 04 and are expected to span three years. 
 
Funding Levels:   FY 2003 $1,000,000 

FY 2004  $   235,806 
 
 

JUVENILE ACCOUNTABILITY BLOCK GRANT (JABG) PROGRAM 
Program Goal: To reduce juvenile offending through accountability-based initiatives 
focused on both the offender and the juvenile justice system. The underlying premise of the 
juvenile accountability programming is that young people who violate the law should be held 
accountable for their offenses through swift, consistent application of sanctions that are 
proportionate to the offenses-both as a matter of basic justice and as a way to combat 
delinquency and improve the quality of life in our communities. 
 
Funding Levels:  FY 2000  $1,374,000 
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Bureau of Juvenile Justice Organizational Chart 
 
 

Marilyn Banister
Executive Secretary

Executive Secretary - 1A

Margaret Olesnavage
Administrative Assistant

Departmental Specialist - 3 (14)

Chris Clauer
Bureau Chief Investagator

Regulation Agent - A

Kurt Warner, Director
Fiscal & Technology Division

Departmental Manager - 5

Vacant
Program Development & Support Division

State Division Administrator 17

Felix Sharpe
Residential Facilities Division

Acting Director
State Division Administrator 17

John Evans, Director
Community Programming & Support Services

State Division Administrator 17

Leonard Dixon
Director

  State Bureau Administrator 18

Barbara Price
Exec Sec

Exec. Secretary - E

Michael Johnson, Director
Arbor Heights Center
Soc Serv Div Dir 17

Dean Miedema
Academy Hall

Yth Res Dir - 3 (14)

Mike Opsommer
Pine Lodge

Yth Res Dir - 3 (14)

Frank Hoese
Parmenter House

Yth Res Dir - 3 (14)

Elverna Ponder
Flint House

Yth Res Dir - 3 (14)

Julie Jenkins, Director
Comm. Justice Centers

Rentry & Reintrigration Programming
Soc Serv Div Dir 17

Derek Hitchcock, Director
W.J. Maxey Training School

Soc Serv Div Dir 17

Sandra Bow, Director
Adrian TrainingSchool

Soc Serv Div Dir 17

Dane Ross, Director
Bay PinesCenter

Soc Serv Div Dir 17

Chuck Amman, Director
Shawono Center

Soc Serv Div Dir 17

Chuck Amman
Acting Director

Nokomis Challenge Center
Soc Serv Div Dir 17

Felix Sharpe
Acting Director

State Division Administrator 17

Leonard Dixon
Director

Bureau of Juvenile Justice
State Bureau Administrator 18
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Gwen Dobrowolski
JJ Policy Writer

Resource Program Analyst - A

Vacant
Executive Secretary

Exececutive Secretary - E

Jeff Meaton
Residential Policy Writer

Resource Program Analyst - A

Roy Yaple
PBS Specialist

Depart. Mgr. - 2 (13)

Sue Beattie
Office Assistant

GOA - E

Shirely Allen
Assignment Ana

Res. Prgm. Ana - E

Michael Ruedisale
Assignment Ana

Res. Prgm. Ana - E

Janice
Mack-Walker

Res. Prgm. Ana - E
Assignment Ana

Carol Slottke
Juvenile Justice
Assignment Unit

Dept Manager - 2

Amanda Doane
Training

Secretary
Secretary - A

Mikel Brown
Residential
JJ Trainer
HRD - E

Larry Slagel
Residential
JJ Training

HRD - A

William Campbell
Residential
JJ Training

STP - 9

Andy Tardif
BJJ Training

Manager
Hum Res Mgr - 2

Mary Eldridge
QA Analyst

Depart. Ana - E

Todd Szynwelski
QA Analyst

Depart. Ana - E

Joe Jerome
Quality Assusance

Manager
Soc Serv Lic Mgr 2

Lee Martin
Special Ed

Consultant - E P13

Lafunda Wartley
Technical Assistance

Departmental Analyst - E

Kalvin Holt
Basic Education Specialist

School Teacher - P11

Vacant
Resource Programing

Project Cooridnator
Resource Prgm. -  A

Otisstein Blair
Education Services

Manager
School Principal 3

Vacant
 Director

State Division Administrator 17

Leonard Dixon
Director

Bureau of Juvenile Justice
State Bureau Administrator 18

Jan Cook
Division Secretary

Secretary - A

Sean Brady
JJ Informatin

Depart. Ana - E
Data Gathering

Janie Ross
JJ Information

Depart. Ana - E
Helpdesk Support

Keith Young
JJ Information

Depart. Ana - E
Helpdesk Support

Merry Perkins, Mgr.
Juvenile Justice

Information Project
Departmental Mgr - 2

Laura McDaniel
Budget Analyst
Depart. Ana - E

Therese Simon
Budget Analyst
Depart. Ana - E

David Kelley
Facility MOPS

Monitor
Finan. Ana. - E

Melanie Smith
Acting Budget Manager
Departmental Mgr. - 2

Elaine Hawkins
Contracts Analyst
Depart. Ana - E

Odette Gardner
Analyst

Depart. Ana - E

Holly Witkowski
Contracts/Technology
Administrative Mgr. - 2

Kurt Warner
Director

Departmental Manager - 5

Leonard Dixon
Director

Bureau of Juvenile Justice
State Bureau Administrator 18
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Elvira Pizana
Executive Secretary - E10

Vacant
Student Assistant

Ralph Monsma
Community Research Specialist
Departmental Manager - 3 (R)

Vacant
Secretary - E

Frank Buzzita
Juvenile Justice Community Specialist

Departmental Analyst - A (12)

Vacant
Juvenile Justice Community Specialist

Departmental Analyst - A (12)

Andrew Thalhammer
Juvenile Justice Community Specialist

Departmental Analyst - A (12)

Noel Thelen
Juvenile Justice Community Specialist

Departmental Analyst - A (12)

Vacant
JJ Community Data Analyst

Departmental Analyst - 9 - P11

Vacant
Juvenile Justice Community Specialist

Departmental Analyst - A (12)

Andrea Allsop
RDAS Adm. Support

General Office Assistant - E (5)

Julie Ott
RDAS Adm. Support

Accounting Assistant - A

Community Services/Resource & Diversion
Vacant

Administrative Manager -2 (13)

Diana Peck
JABG

Grant Monitor
Departmental Analyst - A (12)

Sandra Buzzitta
JABG

Grant Monitor
Departmental Analyst - A (12)

Greg Rivet
JABG Specialist

Departmental Specialist - 2

Lawana Jarrett
BARJ Specialist
Grant Monitor

Departmental Analyst - P11

Vacant
Student Assistant

Camela Hoffman
Secretary - E9

Grant Unit Secretary

Vacant  (J. Scroggins)
OJJDP Specialist

OJJDP
Departmental Specialist - 3 (R)

Dawn M. Campebll
Grant Monitor

OJJDP
Departmental Analyst - A (12)

Rufus Jackson
Grant Monitor

OJJDP
Res. Prgm. Analyst - A (12)

Janie Soliz
Grant Monitor

OJJDP
Departmental Analyst - 10

Federal Grant Unit
Jeanette Scroggins

Acting Manager
Departmental Mgr. - 3 (14)

John Evans
Director

Community Programming & Support Services
State Division Administrator 17
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7. Exception to the Certified Assurances 
 

Not applicable 
 


